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ABSTRACT 


This study examines the question of how the influence of 
environmental job characteristics on experienced satisfaction depends 
upon individual differences in attitudinal variables. Two alternative 
theoretical formulations proposed as answers to this question were idente 
ified from the literature, Hypotheses derived from the theoretical 
models were tested with a sample of 86 employees of a public utility 
companye 

From the first theoretical formulation, the discrepancy model, 
it was hypothesized that satisfaction is negatively associated with the 
absolute discrepancy between perceived and preferred amounts of job 
characteristics; that the strength of the satisfaction-discrepancy rela-= 
tionship decreases as the importance of a characteristic decreases; and 
that the maximum level of satisfaction decreases as importance decreases, 
approaching neutrality as a limit. These hypotheses received strong 
overall support with a moderately high degree of consistency among the 
findings for the 37 individual job characteristics examined. 

Hypotheses from the second theoretical formulation, the amount 
model, stated that satisfaction is consistently related to the perceived 
amount of job characteristics; and that the strength of the satisfaction- 
amount relationship decreases as importance decreases, Although some 
significant support was given to these hypotheses, the comparatively 
weaker results and lack of consistency among the findings for individual 


job characteristics raised serious question as to the validity of the 
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amount model. It was concluded that the discrepancy model is the 
superior description of the psychological process linking environmental 
characteristics and attitudinal variables to experienced job satisfaction. 
It is suggested that the two attitudinal variables indentified 
as the psychological determinants of satisfaction, the preferred amount 
and the importance of job characteristics, are relevant dependent vari- 
ables for the study of the socio-cultural determinants of job attitudes 
and the study of attitude change as a mode of adaptation to unsatis-= 
factory work role features, It is noted these two attitude variables 
are respectively the primary independent variables in the apparently 
disparate equity and expectancy theories of task motivation, and their 
demonstrated interrelationship in the discrepancy model suggests the 
possibility of reconciling the two motivation theories, If, as this study 
suggests, job satisfaction is highly dependent upon individual diffe 
erences, the implication for management practice is that a policy of job 
enlargement to increase employee satisfaction must be tailored to indive 
idual preferences to be successful. Uniform changes in job design 
cannot be confidently expected to produce a uniform response in terms of 


satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 


This study is concerned with specific theoretical models 
proposed to explain and describe the psychological process linking 
environmental job characteristics to experienced emotional states of 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. A mumber of different theories reg- 
arding the causes of job satisfaction which encompass both work role and 
personality characteristics have been proposed. The present investi- 
gation consists first of a review of the literature to identify the 
theoretical formulations which have received some measure of support 
through empirical research, and second of an empirical test of altern- 
ative models with a view to identifying the superior predictor of satis= 


faction. 


Satisfaction with Job Characteristics and Individual Differences 


By one estimate there have been over 4000 published studies 
of job satisfaction since 1935. This observation taken together with 
widespread management concern with employee attitudes, opinions and 
morale indicates no lack of continuing interest in job satisfaction, its 
determinants, and its correlates, 

Vroom” observes that by far the largest proportion of the 


lEdwin A. Locke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, IV (1969), p. 309. 


2Victor He Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, Inces 1964), PPpe 159-162. 
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reported studies have been concerned with establishing causal relation- 
ships between work role characteristics and job satisfaction, and for 
the most part have dealt with only two sets of variables, one a mea= 
sure of a characteristic of a work role and the other a measure of job 
satisfaction. From such studies based on the implicit assumption that 
job satisfaction is environmentally determined, statistically signifi- 
cant correlations and differences between groups have emerged, but the 
findings are seldom impressive, with only a small proportion of the 
variance in satisfaction explained in terms of job attributes and a 
large variation in the responses of individuals exposed to the same 
conditions. Vroom attributes the weak findings of these studies to "an 
over simplified theory which does not do justice to the phenomena with 
which it purports to deal", and suggests "the prediction of job satis- 
faction can be improved by considering individual differences in 
motivational variables as well as differences in the nature of the work 


role" ° 3 


Purpose of the Study 


The purpose of the present study is to explore and test 
possible explanations of the relationship between job characteristics 
and experienced satisfaction which take into consideration the attitud- 
inal and motivational make-up of individuals, If we accept Vroom's 
contention that it cannot be said a particular feature of a work role 


is a source of satisfaction or dissatisfaction without reference to the 
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relevant personality features of the individual, a requirement emerges 
for a logically consistent, fully articulated and testable theoretical 
model to describe and explain the mechanism or process linking environ= 
mental characteristics to experienced satisfaction. This requirement 
is expressed in the following research question: 

How does the influence of job attributes on job 

satisfaction depend upon the individual prefer- 

ences and desires of employees? 

To the extent that internally consistent and testable theore= 
tical models providing an answer to this question can be identified from 
the literature and empirical support can be shown for at least one of 
the alternative formulations, the purpose of the study will have been 


served. 


An Overview of the Conceptual Framework and the Research Method 


In order to deal with the question of how the influence of 
job characteristics on satisfaction depends upon individual differences, 
a review was made of the literature to identify specific theoretical 
models proposed to answer the querry. From this literature review two 
alternative formulations were chosen for empirical testing. Une model 
predicted satisfaction to be negatively associated with the discrepancy 
between perceived and preferred amounts of a job characteristic, while 
a second model predicted a consistent relationship between satisfaction 
and the perceived amount of a characteristic. In both models the 
strength of the relationship was postulated to depend upon the affective 


salience of the characteristic to the individual. In the limiting case 
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of no affective salience a neutral response, irrespective of the amount 
of the characteristic, was predicted from both models. The research 
question was reformulated to reflect these alternative sets of predic- 
tions and five specific research hypotheses were derived from the models 
as answers to the research question. 

To test the research hypotheses, a correlational field survey 
was conducted. Data were gathered using a questionnaire administered 
to a sample of 86 office employees drawn from 16 separate work groups in 
a large government owned utility company. The sample included males and 
Females with job titles ranging from clerk to professional engineer. 
Full management support was given to the study and all respondents agreed 


to participate. 


Limitations of the Study 


The present study explores and tests theoretical models of the 
influence of job characteristics on satisfaction among employees of a 
public utility company. It is hoped this investigation will make a use-= 
ful contribution to knowledge in this area, both by replicating earlier 
studies in a different setting, and in some instances with a different 
research method, and by testing two alternative theoretical formulations 
in a single population. However, the following considerations place a 
limitation on the inferences drawn. 
1. The attitude variables used in the present study are limited 
to those that are internal to the individual. Data concerning 
the attitude variables, environmental characteristics and 
experienced satisfaction are obtained from questionnaires 
filled out by the same people. This produces a lack of indep- 


endence among the variables and even a possible confounding of 
theme 
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2. Since the method used involves simultaneous measurement of the 
degree of satisfaction and the perceived external and internal 
conditions contributing to satisfaction, the direction of 
causation, as in all correlational research, cannot be inferred 
from the results and alternative explanations are not ruled 
out, 


3. The sample of respondents is limited to a relatively narrow 
range of task specialties in a single company so that the 
range of job conditions encountered, and perhaps degrees of 
satisfaction, is limited. The fact that the research site was 
a government owned utility in an urban setting may also limit 
the range both of job conditions and of attitude variables 
among individuals. 


4. Although the data were not measured on interval or ratio 
scales, Pearson product moment correlations have been used to 
report the strength of relationships and their levels of state 
istical significance; hence, caution should be exercised in 
applying too strict an interpretation to either the magnitude 
of the coefficients or their significance. Least squares 
linear regression was used, again contrary to the known limite 
ations of the measuring technique, to fit obtained functions 
to the data for one portion of the analysis, and inferences 
from this particular analysis should be regarded as indicative 
of a consistent general pattern at best, and not as statiste 
ically significant evidence. 


Plan of Presentation 


In Chapter II the theoretical literature is reviewed and alte- 
rnative research models describing the relationship between job attr-= 
ibutes and job satisfaction are chosen. The variables and their measures, 
the research models relating the variables, and hypotheses derived from 
the models are presented in the first part of Chapter III. The concle 
uding portion of Chapter III describes the research method, the sample 
of respondents, and the procedures used to analyse the data. 

In Chapters IV, V and VI the results of the field survey are 
presented and discussed. The alternative theoretical formulations are 


compared in the first two of these chapters; Chapter IV compares the 
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strengths of the satisfaction-discrepancy and satisfaction-amount 
relationships, while Chapter V examines the effect of the variable 
importance, or affective salience, on both of these relationships. 
Chapter VI deals with only one of the research models and examines the 
effect of the variable importance on levels of satisfaction. 

Finally, Chapter VII presents the summary and conclusions of 
the study, and a discussion of its implications for further research and 


for management practice. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


The purpose of this chapter is to make a survey of the liter- 
ature and from this survey to derive research models for the empirical 
investigation of the question posed by the research problem presented in 
Chapter I, “How does the influence of job attributes on job satisfaction 
depend upon the individual preferences and desires of employees?" 

The review will proceed by first describing a number of spec- 
ific theoretical models and propositions, along with relevant findings 
where such models have been put to empirical test. Secondly, a compar- 
ison of the models will be made to identify points of agreement and 
divergence. An attempt will be made, where possible, to reconcile the 
various models in terms of both theoretical formulation and power to 
explain empirical findings. Thirdly, research models to serve as a basis 
for the formulation of research hypothesis and the operational definition 
of measured variables will be selected. Finally, the research question 
will be reformulated in a more precise form reflecting testable differ- 


ences between the alternative research models. 


Specific Models Proposed in the Literature 


The terms satisfaction and job satisfaction are not used ina 
consistent and uniform fashion in the literature. It is useful, there-= 
fore, to establish at the outset a distinction between satisfaction, on 
one hand, and affective orientation or cathectic orientation, on the 


other. An actor*s cathectic orientation to an object involves the 
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attachment of affective significance or a potentiality for gratification 
to one or more properties of the object. Satisfaction refers to an 
emotional state experienced by an actor. Cathectic orientation hence 
denotes a predisposition, and entails expectations; satisfaction, by 


contrast, denotes a produced effect, a result. 


3 presents his review of the theoretical issues raised by 


Vroom 
the study of job satisfaction by classifying various theories and fin- 
dings according to a typology based on the variables included as obser- 
vables: 

1. Environmental Models: These tend to view satisfaction 
as directly caused by environmental characteristics with no reflection 
of personality mechanisms. Environmental variables are measured either 
by the researcher directly or indirectly as self-reported perceptions of 
the individual. 

2. Personality Models: Satisfaction is treated as a refle- 


ction of personality adjustment. Disatisfaction is attributed to a 


failure by the individual to make realistic adjustments to the environment. 


ltalcott Parsons and Edward A, Schils, et al., Toward a General 
Theory of Action (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, Incorporated, 
Harper Torchbook edition, 1962), pp. 11-12. 


2Victor H. Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, Ince, 1964), pe 15, makes the same distinction. Im speaking of 
valence, which refers to affective orientations to particular outcomes, 
he notes it is important to distinguish between the valence of an outcome 
(the anticipated satisfaction from an outcome) and its value (the actual 
satisfaction that it provides). Vroom is not consistent, saying "Job 
satisfaction ... refers to an affective orientation on the part of indiv- 
iduals toward work roles they are presently occupying” on page 99 of the 
same book. 


SIbides ppe 159-172 
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3. Interactive Models: Both environmental conditions and 
personality variables are regarded as determinants of satisfaction. This 
approach requires simultaneous measurement of both sets of variables to 
reveal the interactions among them. 


This scheme is followed in the present review. 


le. Environmental Models 


Turner and Lawrence 


hypothesized that workers would express 
a more favourable response (higher satisfaction) to more complex or 
involving tasks than to more highly programmed less demandine work. The 
primary environmental variables in their study were the intrinsic attri- 
butes of the task, By drawing from a number of previous studies of 
technology, an index of requisite task attributes (RTA index) was con- 
structed and 47 industrial jobs were scored by the researchers. > Quest 
ionnaires measuring job satisfaction and worker perception of task 
attributes (PTA index) were administered to 470 workers in the rated jobs 
in ll companies. © 
Turner and Lawrence’ found no significant relationship between 


the RTA scores and overall satisfaction for the total sample, and only 4 


of the 15 separate indices within the overall index were associated with 


4arthur Ne Turner and Paul R. Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and 
the Worker (Boston, Mass.: Harvard University, Division of Research, 
Graduate School of Business Administration, 1965), ps. 2. 


2Ibides pp. 19-31. 
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satisfaction at a significant level. The perceived attribute indices 
(PTA scores), however, showed a significant association with both the 
RTA scores and job satisfaction. When the sample was divided into 
workers in town, mixed, and city settings, city workers were found to 
be more satisfied with low RTA jobs than with high scoring jobs; town 
workers were more frequently satisfied with high than low scoring jobs; 
while workers in a mixed cultural setting revealed no significant 
association between RTA scores and job satisfactions? The results 
further revealed that city workers distorted their perceptions of task 
attributes, tending to give higher ratings to low RTA jobs and lower 
ratings to high RTA jobs, while the town workers® PTA scores showed good 


agreement with the ratings by the researchers.” 


2. Personality Models 


None of the specific models or research findings using perso= 
nality variables alone to predict satisfaction are reviewed in the 
present paper. Vroom indicates a summary of the results of such investe 
igations may be found in Herzberg et gilt 


3. Interactive Models 


1g 


Morse’ ~ proposes that satisfaction is determined by the level 


8ibides ppe 73-74. 
"Ibide, pe l6le 


10F pedrick Herzberg, et ale, Job Attitudes: Review of Research 
and Opinion (Pittsburgh: Psychological Service of Pittsburgh, 1957), 
cited by Vroom, Work and Motivation, p. 161. 


llnancy C. Morse, Satisfactions in the White Collar Job (Ann 
Arbor: University of Michigan, Institute for Social Research, Survey 


Research Center, 1953), pp. 27-39. 
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of tension generated by an intrinsic need, and the subsequent reduction 
in tension as the need is partly or wholly fulfilled through intera- 
ction with the environment; specifically, individuals are hypothesized 
to have differing need strengths and hence different initial tension 
levels, but all individuals experience equal degrees of tension redu- 
ction for perceived equal need fulfilling returns from the environment. 
fiorse predicts that for individuals with high initial tension levels, 
greater dissatisfaction accompanies deprivation and greater satisfaction 
accompanies fulfillment than for individuals with low initial tension 
levels. To predict satisfaction, Morse proposes a functional relation-~ 
ship of the form S = f(Tl = T2) = g(T2) where satisfaction (S) after 
interaction with the environment increases by an amount related to the 
tension reduction (Tl = 72) experienced, and decreases by an amount 
related to the remaining tension level (T2). Morse does not specify 
the range of conditions to which the formulation is applicable, but 
clearly the expression cannot hold for the condition where T2 exceeds Tl, 
for if f( ) and g( ) are monotonically increasing functions, the formu- 
lation contradicts Morse's assertion that at some level of environmental 
return high need individuals will experience greater satisfaction than 
will low need individuals, 

Using data gathered in a survey of 801 male white collar 


12 attempts to illustrate her hypothesis by operationalizing 


workers, Morse 
initial tension level as the importance of being promoted (choice of 4 


graduated responses) and the degree of tension reduction due to environ- 


12Ibig. 
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mental return (Tl = 72) as the perceived chance of being promoted 
(choice of 5 graduated responses) to predict satisfaction with promotion 
chances (choice of 5 graduated responses). In analyzing the data, Morse 
first discarded the responses of 33 persons who reported promotion to be 
of little or no importance, apparently because their responses were 
inconsistent with the predictions. The remaining data were grouped into 
15 cells defined by the promotion chance and importance responses, and 
for each group an arithmetic mean of the ordinal satisfaction scores was 
computed. By manipulating the ordinal values assigned to importance and 
promotion chance scores, Morse came up with a formula to predict satis- 
faction, and reported a rank order correlation of .99 between predicted 
satisfaction and group mean satisfaction scores. The distribution of 
group mean satisfaction scores generally confirmed the prediction that at 
a given level of promotion chance, satisfaction decreases as importance 
increases. For the fulfillment condition, however, the prediction of 
greater satisfaction as importance increases was not supported. 

Veoowae proposes a cognitive model to explain and predict work 
role behavior and job satisfaction. Fundamental to the model is the 
notion of valence which is defined as the anticipated satisfaction assi- 
gned to a situation by an individual, that is, the affective orientation 
of the individual to a situation or outcome. Implicitly, Vroom proposes 
that satisfaction with an outcome attained is directly related to the 
valence of that outcome anticipated. The valence of an outcome antici- 


pated is postulated to be a function of the perceived instrumentality of 


13Vroom, Work and Motivation, ppe 14-19 and pp. 163-165. 
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the outcome for all other outcomes and the valence of such other oute 
comes, and a function of the expectancy the outcome will be realized. 
The valence of a work role, and hence satisfaction with a work role, is 
predicted to depend on the perceived frequency or probability of atta- 
ining particular outcomes multiplied by the valence of the outcomes. 

Vroome4 reports a study supporting the multiplicative model. 
It was found the relationship between job satisfaction and extent of 
participation in decision making (frequency of attainment) was depen- 
dent upon the individual's need for independence (valence of outcome). 
The correlations between satisfaction and extent of participation were: 
e995 for those high in independence need; .31 for those medium in indep- 
endence need; .13 for those low in independence need. Similarly, the 
need for independence was positively associated with satisfaction for 
the high participation group, negatively associated for the low partic= 
ipation group, and not associated for the medium participation group. 
These findings are illustrated graphically in Figures Il-1 and I1+2, as 
there will be occasion to again refer to them in the context of other 
findings. 

Level of aspiration theory is concerned primarily with goal 
setting and task performance behaviors, and only those emotional responses 
consisting of feelings of success or failure have been described by res- 
earchers in this area, Cawing eteaie in their summary of research 


findings on the level of aspiration conclude that feelings of success or 


14ibide, pe 165. 


LSKurt Lewin, et ale, “Level of Aspiration," Personality and the 
Behaviour Disorders, ed. by J. McV. Hunt (New York: Ronald, 1944), 
ppe 373-378. 
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GRAPHICAL DISPLAY OF SATISFACTION]~ 
PARTICIPATION RELATIONSHIPS REPORTED 
BY VROOM* 


*Vroom, Work and Motivation, p. 165. 
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failure experienced by an individual depend not upon the absolute level 
of achievement, but rather upon the level of achievement relative to 
certain individual standards, particularly those standards identified 
as the level of aspiration. Thus, while level of aspiration theory does 
not specifically refer to satisfaction as an emotional response, it does 
suggest the possibility of generalizing the notion of an individual 
standard for evaluating goal attainment to similar standards for the 
various characteristics and elements of an individual's work role. 
Equity theory refers to a number of independently developed 
formulations based on the relative rewards and deprivations in an employ= 
ment situation. The various equity formulations show no testable diffe 
erences in the areas where they would make predictions~° and the formal 
conceptions developed by Adams," being the most explicit and extended, 
have served as the basis for most of the recent research attention, 18 
The theory is concerned with the ratio of individual inputs (investments 
or something of value put into a job) and outcomes (rewards or returns 
of value received from a job). An individual is postulated to compare 
his inputeoutcome ratio with that of a relevant comparison person, and 


on the basis of such a comparison experiences equity if the ratios are 


16Robert D. Pritchard, "Equity Theory: A Review and a 


Critique," Oroanizational Behavior and Human Performance, IV (1969), 
pe. 1763 and, Vroom, Work and Motivation, pe 170. 


17), S, Adams, “Toward an Understanding of Inequity," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67 (1963), 422—4363 and 
“Inequity and Social Exchange," Advances in Experimental Social Psycho- 
loay, ed. by L. Berkowitz, Vol. II (New York: Academic Press, 1965), 
pp. 19=25, 


1eorstchard, "Equity Theory: A Review and a Critique,” p. 176. 
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*Vroom, Work and Motivation, p. 165. 
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equivalent or inequity if the ratios are discrepant. The degree or 
magnitude of the inequity, experienced as tension, is said to vary as a 
function of the degree of discrepancy between the two ratios. Finally, 
the experienced tension is held to have motivating properties, inducing 
the individual tc make a response which will reduce the felt inequity. 
Experimental investigations of equity theory have focused on 
pay as a job outcome, The independent, or manipulated, variable is 
manifestly the “feeling of inequity" induced by telling experimental 
subjects they are either over qualified or under qualified for the rate 
of pay they will receive, while control subjects are told their qualifi- 
cations are commensurate with the rate of pay. The dependent variable 
is an overt behavioral response, generally the quantity and quality of 
output on an assigned task. Typical of this approach, for example, is 
the study by Adams and Rosenbaum. ~? In his 1969 review of the literae 
ture, Beikcharace concludes that predictions made from equity theory 
regarding underpayments are generally supported, while the effects of 
overpayment have not been confirmed. Pritchard observes that because the 
experimental approaches employed did not inquire as to the actual mental 
states and emotional responses of the experimental subjects, contamin~ 
ation due to other motives, such as the maintenance of self-esteem, may 
be introduced by the induction procedure and alternative explanations of 


19), S. Adams and W. B. Rosenbaum, "The Relationship of Worker 
Productivity to Cognitive Dissonance About Wage Inequities,” Journal of 


Applied Psycholoay, 46 (1962), pp. 161-164, 


20pritchard, “Equity Theory: A Review and a Critique," 
pe. 204. 
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observed behavior are not ruled out. 
To account for the reported findings on overpayment, end to 
further elaborate the cognitive and emotional aspects of equity theory, 


Pritchard2+ 


proposes a number of modifications to Adam*s formulation. 
It is suggested that pay satisfaction be introduced as a major intere 
vening motivational variable between the perceived situation and the 
behavioral response. Pay satisfaction is postulated to reflect a comb- 
ination of two constituent components: self-equity and comparison- 
equity, Self-equity involves comparing perceived situational rewards 
to an internal standard without regard to any comparison person; the 
individual is dissatisfied with his pay below this standard, satisfied 
if the standard is met, and more satisfied if the standard is exceeded. 
Comparison equity adds to or detracts from pay satisfaction in the 
fashion formulated by Adams; however, the magnitude of this component 
is held by Pritchard to be dependent upon the nature of the exchange 
relationship -- strongest in an intimate face-to-face situation, and 
diminishing to zero in an impersonal exchange with a third party other 
than the comparison person, or the typical organizational employment 
exchange situation. 

In review, equity theory research has focused on financial 
rewards and overt behavior, with satisfaction included only as an infere 
red explanatory variable. While the literature suggests equity theory 
postulates may be extended to job characteristics other than pay, there 


does not appear to have been any investigation of such other possible 


2libids, pp» 205-210. 
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rewards. Of relevance to the prediction of job satisfaction, however, 

is the postulate that individuals do cognize standards against which job 
outcomes are assessed, whether such standards be internal and individual, 
or are derived by situational comparison of one’s self to relevant 
others. Perceived discrepancies between equitable standards and actual 
outcomes are said to generate a state of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
in the individual, with the degree of emotion dependent upon the magnie 
tude of the discrepancy. 

Locke?? has proposed a model to predict satisfaction from the 
discrepancy between the perceived amount of a characteristic and an 
individual standard containing a specification of a preferred amount of 
the characteristic in question. This standard is held to also contain 
an affective component which assigns an affective salience or gratifi-g 
cation potential to the preferred amounts. Satisfaction is predicted to 
decrease as the absolute discrepancy between the perceived and preferred 
amounts increases, with maximum satisfaction experienced when no discre- 
pancy is cognized. The greater the affective salience, or importance, 
attached to the standard the greater the magnitude of the maximum satis- 
faction experienced and the greater the rate at which satisfaction 
decreases as the discrepancy increases. In the limiting case, a stand- 
ard with no affective salience would evoke a neutral or indifferent 
response no matter what magnitude the perceived discrepancy. 


Two kinds of content standard are distinguished by Locke:2" one 


226 twin A. Locke, "What is Job Satisfaction?”, Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, IV (1969), 309-336. 


2Sibides pp. 317-319. 
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kind, as described above, in which the most preferred amount of a char- 
acteristic is a finite or optimum quantity; and a second kind where the 
preferred amount is unlimited or infinite, While the majority of job 
characteristics are predicted to be of the optimum level kind, pay is 
held to be, for most individuals, of the second kind where maximum 
affective significance is attached to maximum amounts. Even for stand- 
ards of the unlimited kind, however, it is postulated that some 
“practical ideal" standard is operative in making assessments leading 
to satisfaction. 

Findings from both correlational and experimental studies are 


24 in support of the proposed model. A selection of 


reported by Locke 
these studies is described here to illustrate the findings. In a survey 
of 30 full time employed adults, respondents were asked to rate antici- 
pated satisfaction with varying amounts of work week length and pay, and 
to describe their individually preferred amounts for both job character- 
istics. Rank order correlations between satisfaction and discrepancy 
from individual standards yielded a mean rho of .99 within respondents 
for both characteristics. In a student laboratory study with 20 subjects 
on a reaction time task paying a monetary bonus for a target score the 
mean correlation between perceived discrepancy and satisfaction with 
performance within subjects was r = -.92. Ina similar study 21 subjects 
were assigned a reaction time task with a bonus for target scores on only 


half the experimental trials. For the seven individuals who indicated 


that success was more important to them on paid trials, mean inter- 


24Tbidey pp. 326-329. 
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subject satisfaction ratings at each of three discrepancy levels were 
computed for each experimental condition. A significantly steeper 
slope (p 01) was found for the higher importance condition on a plot 
of mean satisfaction versus discrepancy in performance, with greater 
satisfaction accompanying success and greater dissatisfaction accompa- 
nying large discrepancies for the trials considered more important. 
Figure IIl-3 illustrates the nature of the satisfaction-discrepancy 
functions of the optimum amount standard kind for which the last study 
cited above provides support. 

Three survey studies of job attitudes providing a test of the 
model are described by becker oo The findings are summarized in 
Table IIel, In study (A) respondents directly rated the discrepancy 
between the amount of an element they had in a job and the amount they 
ideally should have had on an ordinal scale, while in studies (B) and 
(C) respondents were asked to indicate on a scale of graduated empirical 
alternatives both the amount of a job element they perceived they were 
getting and the amount they ideally should be getting. Apparently the 
absolute difference between rank scores for the two responses was used 
as a measure of discrepancy in studies (8) and (C). In all three studies 
satisfaction with each element was rated on an ordinal scale, the resp- 
ondents were students retrospectively assessing their summer jobs. No 
attempt to measure or control for the importance of the various job 


elements to the individual respondents is mentioned. 


251 ocke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324-326. 
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FIGURE II-3 


TYPICAL SATISFACTION-DISCREPANCY 
FUNCTIONS ADOPTED FROM LOCKE* 


*Locke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", p. 329. 
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Referring to the findings shown in Table II-l, the unexplained 
variance in the between-sub ject satisfaction=discrepancy correlations is 
attributed to differences in the shapes and slope of satisfaction func- 
tions among individuals for a given element, while the unexplained 
variance in the within subject correlations is attributed to both variae 
tions in the importance of various elements and the incommensurate units 
in which discrepancies are measured. The experimental studies cited by 


Locke, “© 


and described earlier in this paper, demonstrate that substan- 
tial increases in measures of association can be attained by controlling 


for these sources of error. 


Comparison and Reconciliation of the Models Reviewed 


From the review of the literature, the following emerge as the 
variables that have been hypothesized and studied by various invest- 
igators as the psychological determinants of satisfaction with a charac- 
teristic, element, or aspect of a work role: 

1. The perceived amount of the characteristic. 

2e A cognized preferred or most desired amount of the 

characteristic. 

3. A cognized affective significance attached to the 

characteristic. 


The models and findings of the various investigators will be reviewed 


and examined in terms of each of these postulated determinants. Empirical 


support for the various models will be examined. 


26ibides Pe 326s 
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1. The Perceived Amount 

Implicit in the environmental models are the assumptions that 
satisfaction is directly related to the amounts of particular character- 
istics an individual has in his work role; that greater amounts of these 
characteristics invariably lead to greater satisfaction; and that the 
deqree of satisfaction experienced is the same for all individuals faced 
with the same amount of a particular characteristic. Proceeding from 
these, or similar, assumptions, investigators have designed studies to 
identify and decument these universal satisfaction producing charactere 
istics of the work role, Illustrative of this approach is the study by 


27 


Turner and Lawrence“’ cited earlier in this paper. 


28 study suggest that 


The findings of the Turner and Lawrence 
perceived measures of job characteristics are more strongly associated 
with satisfaction than are objective measures; only when there is little 
or no perceptual distortion by respondents will objective measures of 
task attributes serve as a predictor of job satisfaction. The intera- 
ctive models reviewed would predict a strong association between perce 
eived attributes and satisfaction only if members of the population under 
study have similar relevant attitudinal features, and as the variance in 
these features increases, the strength of correlations will decline. The 
Turner and Lawrence finding that stronger associations between job attr- 


ibutes and satisfaction emerged when their sample was subdivided on 


culturaledemographic bases can be explained by supposing a greater homo- 


27Turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, pp. 19-31, 
28ibid., pp. 73-74 and p. 161. 
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geneity of personality features within a particular subeculture than in 
a cross-cultural sample. 

In the Morse” model the perceived amount of a characteristic 
is held to contribute directly to need tension reduction and hence to 
contribute to satisfaction by an amount directly related to the perceived 
amount of the characteristic. The datum from which the perceived amount 
is subjectively measured, according to this model, is the condition of 
complete deprivation or a zero amount. 

While roum speaks of the extent to which desirable outcomes 
are realized in a work role, the extent of realization is invariably 
expressed as an expectancy or an instrumentality, both of which are dimen- 
sionless relative frequency ratios. The desirable outcomes themselves 
are not treated as variable quantities, but simply as situations which are 
fully present cr wholly absent. The desirable outcomes are situations or 
characteristics “which might be assumed to be generally attractive to 
persons", such aS pay, variety, consideration from supervisors, and 
control over work pace.” Vroom*s formulation suggests that the characte= 
ristics of a work role are perceived not as varying amounts or quantities, 


but as events with some frequency or probability of occurrence. 


29vorse, Satisfactions in the White Collar Job, pp. 27-39. 
30V room, Work and Motivation, p. 174. 
Slibid., pe 279. 


32Ibi Ge» Po 174. 
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2. Ihe Preferred Amount 


Level of aspiration research indicates that persons evaluate 
success or failure in task achievement relative to individual standards, 
and this suggests that a similar process of evaluation relative to an 
individual standard may be involved in determining feelings of satisface 
tion or dissatisfaction with job characteristics. [Equity theory simil- 
arly suggests that individuals cognize standards against which employment 
rewards are assessed, with the individual standard either reflective of 
one's own qualities and investments, (Pritchard) or reflective of the 
relation between one’s self and a relevant other (Adams). A cognized 
standard describing a preferred or most desired amount of a character- 
istic is central to Locke's model. It is suggested by Locke” that for 
the majority of job aspects individuals prefer a finite optimum amount 
rather than an unlimited maximum amount, one notable exception being pay; 
but, even in the case of pay a practical finite amount serves as a stan- 


#4 is in agreement 


dard of comparison. In the matter of pay, Pritchard 
with Locke, proposing that in the normal employment situation indivi- 
duals unconditionally prefer greater to lesser financial rewards, and 
experience satisfaction or dissatisfaction from their evaluation of pay 
as above or below an internal standard of self-equity. 


The Morse model employs the zero amount of a characteristic as 


the datum for measurement and comparison, with no clear specification as 


eo lacka "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 317-319, 


S4pritchard, “Equity Theory: A Review and a Critique," p. 206. 
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to what amount of environmental return would constitute need fulfill- 
ment. Initial need tensions are held, on one hand, to have finite mag- 
nitudes, but all increases in perceived characteristics are postulated 

to result in a corresponding incremental reduction in need tension on the 
other, suaqgesting that there is no upper limit to needs, or, in other 
words, it is impossible to get too much of a good thing. 

The Vroom model, as noted earlier, postulates that individuals 
cognize certain outcomes or situations as desirable, but such desirable 
situations are not characterized by a variable content; rather, they assume 
one of two possible modes at any given time: presence or absence. The 
relative frequency with which such desirable outcomes do occur is held to 
be directly related to satisfaction. Hence, if there is a notion corr-= 
esponding to a preferred amount in the Vroom formulation, it is a proba- 
bility of 1.0 or an instrumentality of +1.0 for desirable outcomes, or, in 
other words, it is always more satisfying to have a good thing more often. 

By contrast to Vroom's formulation, the Locke model is much less 
stringent in dealing with amounts of characteristics in a work role. The 
only requirement of the Locke model is that a characteristic be contin- 
uously variable in a fashion that makes the notions of "more" and “less" 
subjectively meaningful. Thus, characteristics of situations such as 
frequencies of events and probabilities of transformation to other situa- 
tions can be just as easily incorporated as physical or temporal quant- 


ities. 


3. Affective Significance 


The attachment of affective significance to characteristics of 
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a work role as a cognized subjective phenomenon is explicit only in the 
Locke and Vroom models. Vroom proposes that a potential for gratifi- 
cation, or valence, is assigned to desirable outcomes and explains the 
valence of particular outcomes or situations in terms of their instrume 
entality or expectancy for desirable outcomes. Locke, on the other hand, 
assigns a potential for gratification to a preferred amount of the 
characteristic in question, and explains the affective potential of other 
amounts in terms of the discrepancy from the preferred amount. In both 
models the affective component is conceived as a variable quantity of 
either positive or negative sign. | 

'florse’s model, cast in terms of needs, tension and fulfillment, 
treats satisfaction, the only affective element, as a spontaneously gen- 
erated state reflective of the theoretical construct tension level. 
Apparently derived from unconscious drive theory, Morse*s formulation 
attempts to establish a direct connection between drives and perception 
without explication of cognitive and affective orientations. 

Equity and aspiration level theories, while specifically cast 
in cognitive terms, do not elaborate upon differential attachments of 
affective etre eisance to cognized objects or their properties. In terms 
of the Locke model, these theories treat all characteristics as having 
equal importance for all individuals, 

In summary, only the Locke model explicates the relationship 
among all of the three variables which have been proposed as determinants 
of satisfaction by the various investigators reviewed. As noted above, 
the relevant propositions of equity theory and aspiration level theory 


as predictors of emotional response are consistent with the Locke model. 
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The conceptual differences between the Locke and Vroom models are some-= 
what greater, but it may be possible to derive Vroom's formulation as a 
special case of the Locke model; specifically, the case where the pref- 
erred situation is an indivisible event whose “amount" varies only in 
the sense that its frequency of occurrence is variable, and where the 
event, like pay, is inevitably regarded as desirable appears to hold 
some promise of reducing to the Vroom model. 

The Morse model, with its lack of internal consistency and 
resort to unobservables as explanatory constructs does not appear to be 
a serious contender as a theoretical framework for the prediction of 
satisfaction. 

The empirical support for the Locke model is perhaps the most 
impressive. The mean correlations between the proposed determinants 
range from r = =.92 and rho = .99, for the intra-individual single 
element case, to r = =.61 to -.8l, for the inter-individual single element 
case, to r = -.70 to -.76, for the intra-individual multiple element case. 
In each of the latter two cases a logical accounting for the increase in 
unexplained variance can be made in terms of measuring difficulties 
rather than by resort to "uncontrolled variables". Referring to Table I, 
it may be seen that for the same sets of data, higher correlations are 
yielded by the Locke model than by environmental return or unlimited need 
Formulations. 

While the conceptual reconciliation of the Vroom and Locke 
models may present difficulties not immediately soluble, it is interesting 
to note that the findings reported by Vroom in support of his formulation 


are readily predicted from the Locke model. This may be seen by comp- 
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aring Figures II+l and I1=-2 with Figure II#3, To obtain the results 
displayed in Figures II-1 and IIl#2, it is necessary only to assume that 
the majority of respondents in the high and medium independence need 
groups in the population studied by Vroom would express a preference for 
a high degree of participation over a medium or low degree. 

The data reported by Morse as an illustration of her model were 
unfortunately manipulated and analysed in a highly questionable fashion, 
and it is difficult to know what significance may be attached to the 
associations among variables which purportedly emerge. When Morse*s/> 
reported group mean satisfaction scores are recast in terms of the Locke 
model, the relationships which emerge appear consistent with Locke's 


predictions, but again the significance is unknown. 


Summary _and Selection of the Research Models 


From the foregoing review of the literature, two alternative 
models describing the relationships among environmental and personality 
variables to predict satisfaction, both consistent with reported empirical 
findings, can be identified: 

A_first model which predicts satisfaction with a job element 
will vary with the magnitude of the discrepancy between the perceived and 
a finite individual standard describing a preferred amount of the job 
characteristic. The Locke model is the most comprehensive and fully expl- 


icated instance of this first model. This formulation is consistent with 


S5Miorse, Satisfactions in the White Collar Job, p. 36. 
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the propositions of equity and level of aspiration theory that the 
emotional response to situational characteristics is governed by an 
evaluation relative to a cognized individual standard. 

A_second model which predicts satisfaction will vary as the 
absolute perceived amount of a job characteristic. The Vroom model most 
closely approaches this formulation, especially when the restriction that 
amounts of environmental characteristics are perceived as relative freq- 
uencies of occurrence is relaxed. This second model is similar to the 
implicit theoretical assumptions of the environmental models and the 
unlimited need formulation presented by Morse, 

In both of the alternative models the intensity of experienced 
satisfaction is predicted to vary according to the affective salience, 
valence, or importance attached to the characteristic by the individual. 
In the limiting case, a characteristic with no affective salience will 
evoke a neutral response without regard to the perceived amount. 

Because the Locke model requires the measurement of all three 
variables proposed as determinants of satisfaction by other investi- 
gators, survey research using this conceptual frame yields data which can 
be analysed in terms of the second model, and the predictive powers of 
the alternative formulations can be directly compared. In order to make 
explicit the differences in predictions from the alternative formulations, 


both models are chosen as research models for the study. 


Reformulation of the Research Problem 


From the relationships predicted in the research models, it is 


possible to state the research problem originally posed, "How does the 
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influence of job attributes on job satisfaction depend upon the indiv- 
idual preferences and desires of employees’?", in a more precise form. 
The following sequentially interrelated questions are a more specific 


elaboration of the original querry. 


1. Is there a consistent negative association between 
satisfaction and the discrepancy of the perceived 
amount of a job characteristic from the amount 
individuals would prefer to have, or alternatively, 
does satisfaction consistently vary as the perceived 


amount of the characteristic in question? 


2. Is the strength of the satisfactionediscrepancy relate 
ionship, or elternatively the strength of the satis- 
faction-amount relationship, greater among individuals 
who perceive a job characteristic as having a high 
affective significance (or valence, or importance) 
than it is among individuals who perceive the charact- 


eristic as having a low affective significance? 


3. Does indifference to the amount of a job character- 
istic lead to a neutral emotional reaction, or is ind- 
ifference accompanied by a chronic condition of either 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the character- 


istic? 


In order to deal with these questions, Chapter III will discuss 


et 


-vibad ald neq beegeb noiysetettee dot, no repjudiadte del, Fo 


.eto? aetoeco etom # ni (Sepeyoieme Yo setiesb bre eeonesele7q tab ; 


aiinece stom s oie enotdseup sefefaiteinl yilatineypss oniwolfo? ent os 


.vitpup Ianioiie ert Yo motdetodsie = 


neqwéed néidekposes suivegen tnstaienaa s etedd cl ol 
hevisoisq sft Yo voneaemoetb ard bas noldop leisae 
tnuoms oft mot? abjeitesaeteds Gof-e Yo Invione 

eviovisenteiic to ,aved ct tetetg bivew afaevbivibnt ae 


bevigsoieg sd? es viev ylinetatenes fsultiosieiiee eect 


, P 
Tnotseesun ni otseiimssoeisda ef? Yo irvome 


atefe21 vonscetae tb-netiortal tess ert to daonette eit el. 
“eites oft Jo nionedte sft ylevidaertetiz to .uifienad = 
eloubivibhl onome tedseto .cidenotisiaa Jnvere-npitsa? 
daid e entvert an atidizetoeisdo dol, s evieoteq ofw 7 : 
(eonedtogmi a0 ,sonedinv.ao) ssnsorvinate eyidou?%s i 
~Joe7erns oid avieore9 ore sluubhibni onoms ef 22 nei? . oa 7 


Taonesitinpte evitostis wol eo onived es oisetas 


_ 
-Tetssetants dot # Jo Jnuone sft. oF sorwieifibnd eso at — 
el 4 |. wes 1p) otf 

~bnz e210. jordours fanoi! ows Lorde st beet shdad 


: mad 9 ; v2 ‘ ee elt 
Spies ones = iene a 


34 


the variables and their measures, outline alternative conceptual models 
to guide the study, and then discuss the methods used to collect and 


analyse the data. 
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CHAPTER III 


CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND THE RESEARCH METHOD 


The preceding chapter has been concerned with stating the rese 
earch problem and examining the literature relevant to developing theo-= 
retical models relating satisfaction to job characteristics. In this 
chapter each of the major variables identified in the previous chapter 
is given an operational definition. Alternative research models are pres-= 
ented and the research hypotheses derived from the models are stated. 


Finally, the methods used to collect and analyse the data are described. 


Discussion and Operationalization of the Variables 


Job characteristics - These are the attributes of the indivi- 
dual job, including required and optional activities, mental states, and 
interactions, as well as a number of organizational and social attributes 
intimately associated with a job. 


1 served 


The job attribute list developed by Turner and Lawrence 
as a guide for the selection of characteristics to be included in the 


study. The criterea for including a particular characteristic were: 


(i) A subjective judgement that the job characteristic 
had a likelihood of evoking an emotional response 


of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 


(ii) The characteristic was an apparent and manifest aspect 


of the potential sample of jobs to be studied. 


lTurner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, pp. 19-27, 
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Through an examination of organization charts, job descriptions, perfo- 
rmance reviews and exit interview reports, together with suggestions 
from knowledgeable persons at the research site, the following attri- 


bute categories were selected for inclusion: 


(i) Variety (6 items). 
(ii) Autonomy and choice (7 items). 
(iii) Knowledge and training (3 items). 
(iv) Responsibility (3 items). 
(v) Identity; Visibility and Originality (8 items). 
(vi) Interaction (6 items). 
(vii) Advancement (2 items). 
(viii) Pay and benefits (1 item). 


(ix) Occupational prestige (1 item). 


Each of the 37 items was constructed as an empirically anchored 
graduated scale describing varying amounts or levels of a particular char- 
acteristic in the attribute category. For Item 36, dealing with pay and 
benefits, the scale refers to the amount of pay relative to the minimum 
required for an adequate living standard, and thus does not indicate the 
absolute level of monetary reward. For occupational prestige two sepa~ 
rate scales, Items 37 and 38, were used to describe female and male occu- 
pations respectively. The items as they appeared in the questionnaire 
used for a data collection are shown in Appendix I, attached. 

A preliminary version of items was circulated to approximately 
30 supervisors in the organization studied for review and critical com- 


ment. Because the members of this panel of reviewers were intimately 
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familiar with the potential sample of jobs, the majority having themsel- 
ves worked in similar jobs, this review served as a pretest of employee 
comprehension and situational relevance of the items. As a result of the 
review, modifications were made to the wording and scale ranges of virtu- 
ally all items, one was deleted, and five additional items were constr-= 
ucted. 

Perceived Amount - This refers to a cognitive judgement or est- 
imate by an individual of the amount or level of a characteristic in his 
jobs A measure of the perceived amount was obtained by presenting a res- 
pondent with a questionnaire item and asking him to choose the scale 
response which most accurately describes what his job is like, 

For coding and scoring purposes, the alternative scale respo= 
nses for each item were assigned successive integers from one up in the 
order written, and an individual response numerically identified in this 
fashion represents an ordinal measure of the amount of the characteristic 
in question. 


Preferred Amount = This is the individual standard describing 


the amount of a job characteristic one would prefer to have in his job. 
The preferred amount was measured by asking the respondent to choose the 
scale response on a questionnaire item which most accurately describes 
what his job should be like in the practical ideal case, Individual res- 
ponses to this question were coded and scored in the same way as the 
perceived amount. 

Discrepancy = This is the deviation of the actual amount from 
the preferred amount of a job characteristic as perceived by an indiv- 


idual.e No direct measurement of this variable was made, but rather the 
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absolute numerical difference between the rank scores for the perceived 
and preferred amounts was taken as an ordinal measure of the discrepancy 
perceived by the respondent for a given characteristic. The indirect 

measurement of discrepancy in this fashion implies that the item scales 
are perceived by the respondents as ordered metric scales,“ 

An alternative method of measuring discrepancy that does not 
require the assumption of an ordered metric scale is to ask respondents 
to provide a direct ordinal rating of the magnitude of the perceived 
discrepancy by choosing a response, for example, from *non=some*moderate- 
large-very large® or a similar scale. [Empirical findinos reported by 
Locke show that for intersub ject comparisons the results obtained by the 
difference in ordinal scores method reflect less measuring error than do 
results obtained by the direct rating measure of discrepancy. Un the 
basis of Locke’s reported findings the absolute difference method was 
chosen for measuring discrepancy in the present study. 

Importance - This refers to the affective salience of a job 
characteristic to an individual. A measure of importance was obtained by 
asking respondents how important a reason for being satisfied or dissat- 
isfied a job characteristic is, and giving a choice of four graduated 
responses ranging from not at all important to very important. Importance 
is conceived to be a continuous variable and the alternative questionna-~ 


ire responses in sequence are taken to represent an ordinal measure of 


its magnitude. 


2Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sci- 
ences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), pe 767. In strength 
an ordered metric scale lies between an ordinal scale and an interval scale. 


SLocke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324325, 
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Satisfaction = This is an experienced emotional state of 
varying sign and intensity; a produced effect which may vary from an 
emotion of extreme displeasure, through neutrality, to an emotion of 
extreme pleasure. Satisfaction was measured by asking a respondent to 
describe how satisfied he is with a particular job characteristic, and 
giving a choice of seven graduated responses ranging from very satisfied, 
through neither satisfied.or dissatisfied to very dissatisfied. The alte- 
rnative responses are taken to provide an ordinal measure of satisfaction 
as a continuous variable. 

The wording and sequence of the individual questions employed 
to obtain measures of the perceived amount, the preferred amount, impor- 
tance and satisfaction for each of the job characteristics studied are 


shown in Appendix I. 


The Research Models 


Figures IlIel and II]I-2 are abbreviated forms of two alternative 
theoretical models describing the relationships among environmental and 
personality variables to predict satisfaction. In both models, satisf- 
action is treated as the dependent variable, with the amount of a parti- 
cular job characteristic the independent environmental variable. 

Both models are cognitive with variables cast in terms of the 
individual*s perceptions of existents and his own mental states. The 
desion of the study includes no provisions for independent observation of 


overt behavior or environmental features to anchor the cognitive variables, 


The Discrepancy Model - Figure IiIl-l1 is a schematic display of 
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the first model relating the variables. The model is based primarily on 
the theoretical propositions and research findings of Edwin Locke.* For 
convenience of reference, this model is referred to as the discrepancy 
model in the subsequent discussion and analysis. 

Referring to Figure IIIl-1, the arrows connecting variables 
illustrate the process hypothesized to culminate in a state of satisfa- 
ction. (1) a cognitive judgement is made. The job characteristic is 
perceived and its amount is judoed or estimated. (2) An evaluative 
judgement is made. The perceived amount is compared to the standard desc- 
ribing the preferred amount to evaluate the magnitude of the discrepancy. 
This process of evaluation gives rise (3) to a state of satisfaction with 
an intensity which is a function of both the magnitude of the discre- 
pancy in amounts and the importance attached to the characteristic. The 
greater the importance the greater the experienced satisfaction at no 
discrepancy and the more rapidly satisfaction decreases as the discrepancy 
increases. Typical graphs of the relationship between satisfaction and 
the perceived discrepancy at different importances are shown in Figure II-3 
presented in the previous chapter. 

The Amount Model - The schematic display in Figure III-2 des- 
cribes an alternative to the discrepancy model. While the amount model 
is not identified with any single theorist or investigator, it does reflect 
the implicit theoretical assumptions of “environmental” studies, such as 


5 


that reported by Turner and Lawrence,~ and unlimited need formulations 


41 ocke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 309-336. 


[Turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, p. 14. 
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such as Morse’s.° The amount model yields predictions similar to those 
obtained from Vroom's’ formulation of the job characteristic-satisfaction 
relationship, but differs from Vroom’s proposition that relevant job 
characteristics are perceived in terms of the relative frequency of occ- 
urrence of certain desirable outcomes. 

The process leading to experienced satisfaction is shown by 
the arrows connecting the variables in Figure III-2, (1) The job chara- 
cteristic is perceived and its amount is judged or estimated. This 
cognitive judgement directly gives rise (2) to an experienced state of 
satisfaction with an intensity related to both the perceived amount and 
the importance of the characteristic. 

In contrast to the discrepancy model, the amount model includes 
fewer explicit variables, omitting the preferred amount and hence the 
perceived discrepancy, and appears to suggest a less complex interrelat- 
ionship of personality variables in the process leading to satisfaction. 
However, the model does not specify the direction of the satisfaction= 
amount relationship. Whether a positive or negative relationship may be 
expected depends on whether greater or lesser amounts of the character-= 


8 describes as desirable outcomes. Thus, 


istic in question are what Vroom 
although the amount model is structurally less complex, as a predictor 


of satisfaction it requires the same number of information inputs to 


Smorse, Satisfactions in the White Collar Job, pp. 27=39, 
7Vroom, Work and Motivation, pp. 14=19. 
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fully describe the anticipated relationship as does the discrepancy 


model, 


The Research Hypotheses 


The questions posed at the end of Chapter II specify the rela- 
tionships to be investigated in this study. The first question was, “Is 
there a consistent negative association between satisfaction and the disc- 
repancy of the perceived amount from the amount of a job characteristic 
an individual would prefer to have; or, alternatively, does satisfaction 
consistently vary with the perceived amount of the characteristic in 
question?” The main variables in reaqard to this question are satisfa- 
ction, discrepancy and perceived amount. 

The discrepancy model suggests an affirmative answer to the 
first part of the question while the amount model predicts a positive 
reply to the second part of the question. Hypotheses la and Ib are alter- 
native statements of the expected relationships between the variables. 

Hypothesis Ia = There is a consistent negative relationship 
between satisfaction and discrepancy for a given job characteristic. 

Hypothesis Ia derives from the discrepancy model, and in support 
of the hypothesis are the experimental and survey research findings of 
Edwin Locke?, Locke's findings are discussed in the previous chapter. 

Hypothesis Ib = There is a consistent relationship between sat- 


isfaction and the perceived amount for a given job characteristic. 


9Locke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324-326, 
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Empirical support for this hypothesis is mixed and not as 
consistent as for the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship. Dealing 
with survey findings for specific “desirable” job characteristics, 
Morsel® found a positive relationship between an individual’s perception 
of a greater chance of being promoted and his satisfaction with promo- 
tional opportunities, but dees not report a measure of the strength of 


the relationship. Vroom! 


reports a positive correlations as high as 

r= .95 between the perceived extent of participation in decision 

making and satisfaction with the job. Locke? reports mean correlations 
between perceived amount and satisfaction of r = .51 and r = .50 for two 
studies in which the relationship was examined for 10 and 25 job charac- 
teristics respectively. Using an index intended to measure the perceived 
amount of eight "desirable" job characteristics taken together (PTA 
index), Turner and Lawrence? found a significant association between 

PTA scores and overall job satisfaction by the Chiesquare test, but do 
not report a measure of correlation between the variables, 

The second question posed at the end of Chapter II was, "Is the 
strength of the sa Piabaauionedbacrooaney relationship, or alternatively, 
the strength of the satisfaction-amount relationship, greater among indi-~ 
viduals who perceive a job characteristic as having a high affective 


significance (or valence, or importance) than it is among individuals who 


10mMorse, Satisfactions in the White Collar Job, pp. 27-39, 
Llyroom, Work and Motivation, pe 165. 


12 ocke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324=326, 


l3turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, p. 56, 
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perceive the characteristic as having a low affective significance?* 
This question inquires as to the mediating effect of the variable 
importance on the relationships anticipated in Hypotheses Ia and Ib. 
Both of the alternative models make similar predictions regarding the 
effect of importance, and Hypotheses Ila and IIb reflect these predic- 
tions. 

From the discrepancy model: 

Hypothesis Ila - There is a stronger negative relationship 
between satisfaction and discrepancy for individuals perceiving a high 
importance than for individuals perceiving a low importance for a job 
characteristic. 

From the amount model: 

Hypothesis IIb - There is a stronger relationship between sat- 
isfaction and perceived amount for individuals perceiving a high impor- 
tance than for individuals perceiving a low importance for a job char= 
acteristic. 

In support of Hypothesis Ila, Locke?4 found that for subjects 
who felt it more important to succeed on paid trials, a plot of mean 
satisfaction versus discrepancy on a reaction time task had a signific- 
antly steeper slope for the higher importance condition than for the 
lower importance condition. Locke does not, however, report any investi- 
gation of the effect of importance for intersubject comparisons using 


survey data. 
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Hypothesis IIb is a statement of what Vroom? describes as 
the multiplicative effect of valence, and in support of this hypothesis 
is Vroom’s finding that the correlations between perceived extent of 
participation in decision making and job satisfaction were r = .55, .31 
and .13 for individuals high, moderate, and low, respectively, in the 
need for independence. Morse*s! plots of mean satisfaction scores vere 
sus promotion opportunity at different importance levels similarly tends 
to support Hypothesis IIb, as the slopes of the plots are seen to become 
progressively steeper as importance increases. 

Empirical testing of Hypotheses Ia and Ila, and Hypotheses Ib 
and IIb will provide direct tests of the discrepancy and amount models 
respectively. Through a comparison of the siqnificance, consistency, 
and differences in the strength of observed relationships for the same 
set of job characteristics, conclusions may be drawn regarding the rela- 
tive superiority of one model over the other as a predictor of satis- 
faction. 

The last question posed at the end of Chapter II was, “Does 
indifference to the amount of a job characteristic lead to a neutral 
emotional reaction, or is indifference accompanied by a chronic condition 
of either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the characteristic?” If 
it can be established from the testing of Hypotheses Ila and IIb that 


individuals assigning a low importance to a job characteristic experience 


15Vroom, Work and Motivation, p. 165. 
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little or no change in satisfaction as discrepancy or the perceived 
amount varies, the question remains as to whether this qroup tends to 
score above, below, or at the neutral point on the satisfaction scale. 

From the discrepancy model, an answer to this last question 
is provided and a full specification of the nature of the satisfaction- 
discrepancy relationship is completed, by the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis III] - As importance decreases, satisfaction will 
tend to approach neutrality, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, for the 
limiting case of no discrepancy. In the case of no discrepancy, indiv- 
iduals perceiving a high importance will have greater satisfaction than 
individuals perceiving low importance for a characteristic. 


Support for Hypothesis III is provided by Locke's!” 


previously 
referenced plot of mean satisfaction versus discrepancy for high and low 
importance conditions on a reaction time task. Not only did Locke's 
obtained function for the high importance condition have a steeper neg-= 
ative slope, but it also intersected the obtained function for the low 
importance condition in a fashion suggesting that at no discrepancy 
higher importance is accompanied by greater satisfaction. 

For the amount model, it is predicted that a condition of ind-= 
ifference or zero valence will similarly be accompanied by a neutral 


response no matter what amount of the characteristic is perceived. 


Vroom! 8 found the relationship between need for independence (valence or 
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importance) and job satisfaction varied from negative under conditions 

of low participation to positive for high participation in decision 
making. In the context of the present study, any attempt to replicate 
Vroom*s analysis presents a serious methodological problem in that the 
Findings may support the hypothesis but cannot refute the hypothesis. 

The failure to observe a relationship between satisfaction and importance 
at either the largest or smallest amount of a characteristic described 

in an item may simply imply that the range of the scale employed does not 
extend to that region where the hypothesized relationship does in fact 
occur. No similar problem arises with the discrepancy model since the 
condition of no discrepancy provides an absolute datum for the measure- 


ment of discrepancy. 


Research Method, Sample and Setting 


The research hypotheses were empirically tested through field 
research using the correlational method. The research site was a large 
government owned utility company operating in Western Canada, and the 
population studied consisted of office workers in a city of approxime 
ately 400,000 people. The company was investigating the effects of job 
characteristics on employee morale, and the researcher's involvement in 
this investigation provided the opportunity to carry out the present 
study. Complete support for the study was given by company management 
and all supervisors and employees involved agreed to participate. 

The survey sample was restricted to individuals in non- 


supervisory positions engaged in tasks directly involved in the work 
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Flow. A number of auxiliary and staff positions, such as secretaries 

to supervisors and methods analysts were thus excluded from the sample. 
To obtain as wide as possible a spectrum of job characteristics, the 
sample was drawn from sixteen separate work groups in two departments. 
The task functions represented in the sample included engineering 

design, specification writing, project scheduling and financial analysis. 

A sample of 86 persons, selected om a random stratified basis, 
was chosen for data collection purposes. The fifteen female and 71 male 
employees constituting the sample ranged from 18 to 55 years in age, 
with the median age between 26 and 30 years and 69% between 21 and 40 
years. Broken down by job title, the sample consisted of 15 clerks, 61 
technicians and 10 engineers. Roughly 21% of the sample had attended 
university, another 20% had only high school education, while the rem= 
aining 59% had received vocational training through trade apprenticeship, 
technical school and business school. 

The company made a classroom available and gave employees time 
off. from work to complete the questionnaires. The questionnaires were 
given in a series of sittings over a four week period, with a group of 
12 to 15 persons in each sitting. Completed questionnaires were obtained 


for all 86 persons in the sample. 


Statistical Procedures 


The first four research hypotheses refer to the relationships 
between satisfaction and other variables in the research models. The 
questionnaire item scales and the scoring procedures by their very 


nature provide measurements on an ordinal scale; and the appropriate 
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techniques of inference are non-parametric statistical tests, +? The 
findings of previous studies, which this study in part replicates and to 
which it is desired to compare the present findings, have been reported 
in terms of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, To facil- 
itate the desired comparisons, therefore, the findings of the present 
study will similarly be reported and analysed in terms of the Pearson 
correlation coefficient whenever the strength of association between var- 
iables is being examined. 

A further justification for the use of Pearson correlations as 
measures of association, albeit an intuitive one, is provided by the obs- 
ervation that very good agreement was obtained between Pearson correl- 
ations and Spearman rankeorder correlations for the same data. This 
agreement was evident both in the magnitude and the relative rankings of 
the coefficients obtained by the alternative techniques. Spearman coeff= 
icients for the relationships examined in the analysis are included as a 
supplement to the findings in Appendix II, and will be individually refer- 
enced in the subsequent discussion of the findings. 

In analysing the findings for Hypothesis III, the only avai- 
lable technique which made maximum use of the limited data available was 
least squares linear regression. This technique assumes not only measur- 
ements on an interval scale but also a linear association between the 
variables. These assumptions and the limitations they place on infer- 
ences from the findings will be discussed in Chapter VI. 


Levels of significance, where reported, are in all instances 


19siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences, 
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derived from one-tailed statistical tests, 

Because the study is concerned with comparing alternative 
theoretical models as explanatory and predictive devices, the relative 
overall consistency and magnitudes of relationships are perhaps as 
important to the drawing of conclusions as are levels of statistical 
significance for individual findings. To provide a measure of consist- 
ency among findings for a particular model, the Kendall coefficient of 
concordance, a non-parametric statistic, has been employed. 

In all instances the data have been analysed on an inter- 
respondent basis, with a particular job characteristic as the primary 
unit of analysis. Findings were averaged or compared across character- 
istics to provide a summary indication of the consistency and predictive 
power of a theoretical model. An alternative method of analysis, not 
employed in this study, would have been to first analyse the hypothes- 
ized relationships on an inter-characteristic or intra-respondent basis, 
and then to compute measures of consistency or central tendency across 


individuals. 
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CHAPTER IV 


THE SATISFACTION-DISCREPANCY AND SATISFACTION@AMGUNT RELATIONSHIPS 


The question addressed in this chapter, “Is there a consistent 
negative association between satisfaction and the discrepancy of the 
perceived amount from the amount of a job characteristic an individual 
would prefer to have; or, alternatively, does satisfaction consistently 
vary with the perceived amount of the characteristic in question?", 
inquiries as to which of two alternative formulations better describes 
the psychological processes linking environmental job characteristics 
to experienced satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This question high- 
lights the fundamental difference between the discrepancy and amount 
models proposed in Chapter III. Respectively, the models suggest that 
satisfaction is associated with the discrepancy in perceived from prefe- 
rred amounts, and that satisfaction is associated only with the perceived 
amount. 

The hypothesized relationships derived from the alternative 
models will first be examined separately, and the results will then be 


compared to assess the relative explanatory powers of the two models, 


The Satisfaction-Discrepancy Relationship 


Hypothesis Ia states there is a consistent negative relation- 
ship between satisfaction and discrepancy for a given job character- 
istic. 


Table IV-1 presents the results, reported as Pearson correla- 
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tions, for each of the 37 job characteristics, The corresponding 
Spearman correlations are shown in Table AlI-1 in the appendix, All 
satisfaction-discrepancy correlations are negative as hypothesized, with 
34 of the 37 coefficients significant at the .001 level. The average 
Pearson correlation over the 37 items is -.57, with individual coeffi- 
cients ranging from -.15 to -.75. 

The three lowest correlations are -.30 (p = .003) for Item 14, 
minimum experience and education required; -.15 (p = .092) for Item 30, 
additional optional interactions; and -.25 (p = .011) for Item 36, pay 
to required pay. The Spearman correlations for Items 14 and 36 respecte 
ively are -.40 (p = .001) and -.38 (p = .001) indicating that for these 
characteristics there is a highly significant association between satis- 
faction and discrepancy, but an association which tends to appear curve 
ilinear under the assumption of interval scale measurement. In the case 
of Item 30 the wording of the questionnaire item may in part account for 
the weaker association between the variables. Item 30 refers to the 
number of persons available for optional interactions in addition to the 
persons who are necessary contacts as described in Item 28 Perhaps a 
reference to the number of persons available for optional contact, ince 
luding those who may also be necessary contacts, would be a more mean- 
ingful wording for this characteristic. 

The average Pearson correlation of -.57 over the 37 items can 
be compared with the averages of ~.81 and -.72, for 10 and 25 job chara- 


1 


cteristics respectively, reported by Locke” for the satisfaction- 


liocke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324-325. 
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TABLE IV=1 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=PEARSON CORRELATIONS 
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Item Number Number Pearson Significance 
and Description Of Cases Correlation Level 
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le Physical Location 84 =.51 -001 
2e Change of scene 83 =.75 e001 
3. Different major operations 82 -.71 «001 
4. Kinds of assignments 84 -.70 001 
5. Jobs at one time 85 64 G01 
6. Elapsed time for job 85 =.41 - 001 
7. Choice of methods 86 =2635 e001 
8. Choice of sequence 84 -.65 001 
9, Choice of pace 84 me02 001 
10. Regulate input quality 83 =204 001 
ll. Peer contact choice 84 267 - 001 
12. Public contact choice 82 ~248 e001 
13. Weekly housekeeping 86 -.67 001 
14, Minimum experience 81 =. 30 «003 
15. Courses available 81 -.60 -001 
16, Learning on job 83 #13 ~ 001 
17. Complexity of choices 83 -.61 001 
18, Span of discretion 85 ~044 001 


19, Chance of serious error 85 =.47 O01 
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TABLE IV=1 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS#PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


Item Number Number Pearson Significance 
and Description Of Cases Correlation Level 


20. Clarify of start-finish 85 -.359 ~001 
21. Own output visibility 84 735 001 
22. Implementation visibility 84 @.07 O01 
23. Consequence visibility 84 -.67 001 
24. Performance visibility 86 =.63 001 
25. Visibility in product 85 =. 64 O01 
26. Contribution originality 81 -.60 001 
27. Critical to work-flow 86 =~. 68 G01 
28. Required contacts 84 =.50 001 
29. Required contact time 83 297 001 
30. Extra optional contacts 82 -.15 092 
31. Optional contact time 83 #272 ~ 001 
32. Approach others 84 -.49 -001 
33. Give help in contacts 84 mel2 e001 
34. Technical advancement 83 63 001 
35. Supervisory advancement 86 =-.66 001 
36. Pay to required pay 82 =e25 O11 
37. Occupational prestige 79 moot 001 


Average correlation over 
37 items. =_57 
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discrepancy relationship. Although the average correlation from the 
present study is lower than Locke's reported average, in none of these 
instances is importance controlled, and the difference in coefficients may 
possibly be explained in terms of this additional variable. This poss- 


ibility will be explained further in Chapter V. 


The Satisfaction-Amount Relationship 


Hypothesis Ib states there is a consistent relationship between 
satisfaction and the perceived amount for a given job characteristic. 

The results for Hypothesis Ib are presented in Table IV-2, 
Pearson correlations are reported for each of 36 job characteristics. 
Since Item 36 measures the amount of pay relative to the individual's 
minimum requirement rather than the absolute amount of pay, the satis- 
faction-amount relationship cannot be examined for this item. Spearman 
correlations for the same set of items are given in Table AII-2, Appendix 
II, Referring to Table IVe2, it may be noted that the reported correl- 
ations have both positive and negative signs. The hypothesis makes no 
prediction as to the direction of the satisfaction-amount relationship and 
the responses have been scored simply according to the sequence in ehich 
they appear on the item scales, The results will be discussed, therefore, 
in terms of their absolute value. 

Of the 36 Pearson correlations for the satisfaction=-amount rela- 
tionship, 19 are significant at the .001 level, another 10 are significant 
between the .001 and the .05 levels, while the remaining 7 are not signi- 
ficant at .05. A similar subdivision of the Spearman correlations for 


the same relationships yields 19 significant at the .001 level, only 5 
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TABLE IV=2 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=@PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


a 


Item Number Number Pearson Significance 
and Description Of Cases Correlation Level 
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l. Physical location 86 013 e112 
2. Change of scene 86 Pp 001 
3. Different major operations 86 -.03 e405 
4. Kinds of assignments 85 e2l 2024 
5- Jobs at one time 86 =. 50 002 
6. Elapsed time for job 86 -13 108 
7. Choice of methods 86 e21 - 026 
8 Choice of sequence 85 043 001 
9, Choice of pace 86 238 - 001 
10. Regulate input quality 85 0 24 014 
ll. Peer contact choice 85 «40 ~ 001 
12. Public contact choice 83 228 005 
13. Weekly housekeeping 86 41 - 001 
14, Minimum experience 84 208 e236 
15. Courses available 82 050 001 
16, Learning on job 84 261 | e001 
17. Complexity of choices 85 ~e2) 2022 
18, Span of discretion 85 40 -001 


19, Chance of serious error 85 18 2049 
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TABLE IV=2 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=@PEARSON CORRELATIONS 
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Item Number Number Pearson Significance 
and Description of Cases Correlation Level 
20. Clarify of startefinish 86 025 - 009 
21- Own output visibility 84 264 ~001 
22. Implementation visibility 85 55 001 
23. Consequence visibility 85 038 001 
24. Performance visibility 86 261 001 
25. Visibility in product 85 soo O01 
26. Contribution originality 84 242 O01 
27. Critical to work-flow 86 e5t O01 
28, Required contacts 85 014 094 
29, Required contact time 84 - 06 2 303 
30. Extra optional contacts 83 -.18 +9535 
31. Uptional contact time 84 me23 S017 
32. Approach others 84 me 3l » 002 
332 Give help in contacts 85 054 ~001 
34. Technical advancement 84 =47 001 
35. Supervisory advancement 86 =. 54 e001 
36. Pay to required pay vas an = 
37. Occupational prestige 79 =. 50 O01 


Average absolute correlation 
over 36 items ean 
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Significant between the .001 and .05 levels, and 12 not significant at 
e05. The low correlations in Table IVe2 can hence be confidently inter= 
preted as indicative of a weak association between variables and not 
simply a reflection of an inappropriate statistical technique. 

The individual correlations in Table IV=-2 range from .03 to 
-69, The average Pearson correlation over 36 items for the satisfaction- 
amount relationship is .35. This average is lower than the values of 
eol and .50, averaged over 10 and 25 job characteristics respectively, 
reported for similar studies by Locke.* As noted above in discussing the 
results for the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship, these average corr- 
elations do not reflect any controls for importance, and a possible 
reconciliation with Locke's findings by considering this additional var- 


iable will be discussed in Chapter V. 


Comparison of the Discrepancy and Amount Models 


From a comparison of the number of significant relationships 
and the average size of correlations obtained for the two models, as 
shown in Table IV-3, the discrepancy model appears to be a better overall 
predictor of satisfaction. The relationships is the amount model are 
less likely to be significant, and on the average this model yields a 
substantially lower correlation coefficient than does the discrepancy 
model for the same set of job characteristics examined in a given popul- 


ation. 


Such an over-all comparison of the two models, however, may be 
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TABLE IVe=3 


SUMMARY COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY AND 
SATISFACTION@-PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 
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Satisfaction Satisfaction 
~Discrepancy -Amount 
Measures Compared Relationship Relationship 
Number of Pearson Correlations 
Significant at: 
~001 level or less 34 19 
between .001 and .05 Z 10 
not sige at .05 iF 7 
Total number of job character= 
istics ot 36 


Average correlation over all 
characteristics -e57 039 
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misleading. Even though the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship is 
stronger on average than the satisfaction amount relationship, there may 
be certain job characteristics for which the amount model is the sup= 
erior predictor. Hence a comparison of the strength of relationships 
must be made on an item by item basis. In making such a comparison, it 
is desirable to test the observed difference in correlations for stat- 
istical significance. 

An item by item comparison of the strengths of the satisfaction- 
discrepancy and satisfaction-amount relationships is presented in Table 
IVe4, The significance of the differences in Pearson correlations was 
determined using an adaptation of the test for comparing correlations in 
two bivariate populations.» The test requires that the correlations 
compared be observed in independent samples, Clearly the correlation 
measures obtained for each of the alternative models in the total sample 
do not satisfy the condition of independence, since the same set of satis- 
faction scores is used in deriving the coefficients in both instances. 

To meet the independence condition, the sample was randomly partitioned 
to yield two samples of equal size and correlations for the satisfaction= 
discrepancy and satisfaction-amount relationships were computed for the 
partitioned samples. Thus, for each job characteristic two independent 
comparisons of the strength of relationships are made, or a total of 72 
comparisons for the 36 job characteristics studied. The comparisons in 
Table IV#4 ignore the sign of the correlation coefficients since the 


strength of relationships, not the direction, is of concern. 


3p, F. Morrison, Multivariate Statistical Methods (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 102. 
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TABLE IVa4 


ITEM BY ITEM COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION@DISCREPANCY AND 
SATISFACTION=PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 
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Discrepancy Amount Difference in 
(1) No. of (2) No. of Absolute r 
Number r Cases r Cases (1) = (2) 
EEN EE EE SET IEE EE EE SC SE TEE AIS ICSE TOES OE DD SPIO I CETL EE SLE SDSS SSNS SEAT RS i  AESESP AE SI SISOS ETNIES 
l. =2521 43 =,036 43 oS 7 tee 
468 41 «180 43 oe 288* 
2 e725 4l e280 43 0 445 Ree 
e773 42 2392 43 o 58] *8* 
3e @,65] 39 =e 313 43 o964*** 
=. 148 43 0 344 43 .404*** 
4. 2737 42 02358 42 0 499 *** 
». 648 42 e205 43 eh 4 Gtk 
5. -.623 42 176 43 0447 FH 
~. 667 43 =. 3559 43 - 208** 
6. #305 43 =— 239 43 - 066 
~.614 42 @,036 43 Pac W A: elidel 
=.623 43 -,010 43 2 633*** 
8. =o 609 41 24535 43 2156 
=, 681] 43 2419 42 e262 
9. =e471 41 e411 43 -060 
959 43 e047 43 0212 
10. =~ 459 40 e002 43 e457** 
Pl. e479 41 0478 43 e001 
@, 788 43 e019 42 2 469 *** 


(CONTINUED ) 


| eRe PE a TIPE AEDT LAY NTI TIL SEIN AGT LO PETIOLES IE eR EL TD PMT A PTI ELIS SITY SISA NET ION ET ITT I ALE BE MT EAR NIE SES TTT NE CLI ET A TEEPE BEE TEE OOS SOLS T 
*p < 10, #*#pn < 05, Ftp < 01. 


7 a) 
Vet JUBA —_— 


¢ 


SMA YaWAOIWGE Teletu TTOATELTAR. WW BRTZMINTS WW WORPAASNOT STE YE att ‘ 
SGTHRROTTA LI TWWRA GUVI2UTSG.NOLISAIETTAR ari 


ni annette EIS ust perinlage. wesley 
+ #“*vloed! tn <8 <4 14,408 if 


(Ee) = i iy anno 4 egneJ Sf zeodmu4 


ee am et YES ASO LE ALL LE LLL LEAL LLL LAL LLL LLG ALL LOA A LAT 


eeeyPa, Eh akt.e it ici shi 
*5A° . f Pe Hef 3 [| Be Shp = 
HOR, Et aa. ch CSV a= oa 
ove tHE, Pa Oe Ch eyvVe« 
. Penge, Eb bikda oS LePys at 
eeeonh, — ch ae a4 AAT .< 
tHe PGh, Cj BES. A VET .< at 
CoOr AR. a) 2084 Si nba, 7 
orev ae, aa Niiis- cA ESE a= ee 
‘thE, cA Cdea» "e Vd. | 
uly “ 
: 7 
aco. fa Ae fA 21. ye a 
sornVve. ZA itth.< ce b1a ya é 
. 7 ? 
Ghs, ra ode. ra) est ov y 
** "CEO. ch Git. cA Sée- 7 
‘ gv 
nel. rs Ezb, la Wb s< 6 é 
war Se e £6), Eh 8d ,< e4ine 


nae. a Cin, th LT er) i 
gis. b+ THE « Es G22,< . . , - 


TABLE IV—4 (CONTINUED) 


ITEM BY ITEM COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY AND 
SATISFACTION@-PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 


Discrepancy Amount Difference in 
(1) No. of (2) No. of Absolute r 
Number r Cases r Cases (1) = (2) 
ive =. 366 41 2404 41 (.038) 
=~ 562 41 ~150 42 2412** 
13. Pe 600 43 -.468 43 eidZ 
=. 733 43 =— 327 43 -406*** 
14. 2438 41 e012 41 2 326* 
-.160 40 -.140 43 -300* 
15. =.579 40 e521 41 2058 
=.655 40 2498 41 e157 
16. 0732 42 e551 41 ~181* 
-.734 4) 2655 43 2079 
Tie @e 627 40 =e 128 43 0 499 *** 
=~. 587 43 ~soee 42 . 265* 
18. ~~. 248 42 =. 588 43 (.340)** 
@ e572 43 =.213 42 2 359** 
19, =. 435 43 2158 42 0 277* 
=e 522 42 2222 43 -300* 
20. =. 356 43 . 084 43 saree 
2413 42 2429 43 (.016) 
21. =6732 43 2697 41 2035 
=a71o4 41 615 43 ~119 
fie Pe 602 42 Px iG / 42 e165 
=.535 42 2 649 43 (.114) 
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TABLE IVe4 (CONTINUED) 


ITEM BY ITEM COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION-DISCREPANCY AND 
SATISFACTION=PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 


acces eee erearan scons Soa aeoe SSN Daneasanaas aanneneoganSEesSSSISoang alse roaneosar oomngaaeeneoeeaoenaneeaaceanaeeenenaes Na eNNeS RENN 


Discrepancy Amount Difference in 
(1) No. of (2) No. of Absolute r 
Number r Cases r Cases (i) = (2) 
236 =. 602 43 0563 42 2039 
~.719 41 2563 43 ~156 
24, 575 43 2627 43 (,052) 
=.694 43 0598 43 ~096 
256 -.617 42 2640 43 (,023) 
=~ 679 43 0445 42 0 234* 
266 =,652 39 2352 43 .300** 
542 42 2510 41 2032 
=. 684 43 2583 43 e101 
28, asl s 4l .081 43 2232 
=. 582 43 ~199 42 -383** 
29. -.370 41 =,037 42 ~407** 
=.733 42 +,155 42 2 S7G*** 
30. =. 260 41 Siu él 41 .089 
-,015 41 =. 182 42 (.167) 
a7, 715 41 ~» 364 42 2 351L** 
marAS 42 022 42 0 721 *** 
ays =. 459 42 =.248 42 e211* 
2518 42 =-.390 42 2128 
3 =. 685 43 0444 42 °241* 
=~. 768 41 2649 43 2119 


(CONTINUED ) 


py <.10, **p <.05, ***p <.0l. 
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TABLE IV=#4 (CONTINUED ) 


ITEM BY ITEM COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS GF SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY AND 
SATISFACTIONePERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 


a ____.___—_ 


Discrepancy Amount Difference in 
(1) No. of (2) No. of Absolute r 
Number r Cases r Cases (1) = (2) 
346 = 2456 42 ~.561 42 (,105) 
-.780 4] =. 362 42 ~418*** 
356 =.568 43 ~.524 43 2044 
e773 43 =.543 43 .180* 
366 -.468 4] =-.495 38 (.027) 
=.699 38 =e5il 41 .188* 


*» <.10, **p <.05, **p <.0l. 
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Table IV=#5 summarizes the results from Table IV#4, and shows 
the number of comparisons favoring each of the alternative models at 
various levels of statistical significance. Referring to Tables IV=4 
and IV-#5, only 9 of the 72 comparisons indicate a higher correlation 
for the amount model. In each of the 9 instances where the amount model 
is favored, a second comparison favors the discrepancy model, signific- 
antly so in 6 of the 9 instances. Thus, there is no single character- 
istic for which the amount model emerges as a clearly superior predictor 
of satisfaction, while for 27 of the 36 characteristics examined the 


discrepancy model yields consistently higher correlations. 


Summary and Discussion 


The results obtained provide support for both Hypothesis la and 
Ib, derived from the discrepancy model and the amount model respectively. 
The strengths of the observed satisfaction-discrepancy relationships, 
however are greater than the strengths of the satisfaction=amount relat- 
ionships for the job characteristics studied. from comparisons of the 
relative numbers of significant correlations and of the magnitudes of the 
respective correlation coefficients, both on the average and for any 
single job characteristic, the discrepancy in the perceived from the pre- 
ferred amount of a job characteristic emerges as a better predictor of 
satisfaction than the perceived amount by itself. 

The results presented in this chapter replicate the findings 
of two survey studies reported by Locke. A comparison with Locke*s 


findings is shown in Table IV-6, Referring to the table, the average 
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TABLE IV=5 


SUMMARY OF ITEM BY ITEM COMPARISON OF DISCREPANCY 
AND AMOUNT RELATIONSHIP 


Number of Comparisons with Greater 


Significance Correlation for: 
Level Discrepancy Amount 
p<.O0l 16 ” 
-05> p?.01 8 1 
o10>p>.05 13 - 
p>?.10 26 8 
Total Number 63 9 
TABLE IV=-6 


COMPARISON OF PRESENT STUDY WITH FINDINGS REPORTED BY LOCKE* 


Average Correlation (r) 


Satisfaction Satisfaction 

Description of Study «Discrepancy -Amount 
Present study, 

N = 86, 36 characteristics =e57 so5 
Locke, 

N = 72, 10 characteristics =. 81 eSl 
Locke, 

N = 72, 25 characteristics =072 250 


*Locke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324-325. 


Pa) JINAT 


1) MUR DAUM N2Tr. TRATED VF ARE 


(OANA i Te 1 
iTHEMGLTALTA Tver’ ae 
sprigs l® tap te 
level 


oe eres te 
wiinat Jiw dane lh sqnpo Ag etaeayh 
{¢07 notinletto. 
Ae i al y as s20 2! 
7 hes eer = -— eS On te ge et 
0.>q ~~ 


a 


Lie FAN ML WL Youle ie TY SEnenn - 


» &4 


(4) noddednai6. -npeaev '\ 
nolinmiaidde np kFoMds t fei 
yvahibnitoe tO. 
antesgibdiieie'ae ane Re 


Seneca 
aoe 


5 Ye.< 


’ 
A 


"IVIL ve. « 
= . 7 
bute Yo eurtgiezewd 
- . 7 5 


69 


correlations for both models are lower than the respective values obs- 
erved by Locke, but there is good agreement with Locke's findings when 
the relative strenoths of relationships are compared between models. 
The effect of importance on the strength of relationships for both 
models may possibly explain the lower average correlations in the pres-= 


ent findings, and this possibility will be discussed in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER V 
THE EFFECT OF IMPORTANCE ON STRENGTHS OF RELATIONSHIPS 


The findings presented in Chapter IV indicate empirical support 
for both the discrepancy and amount models as descriptions of the 
process linking environmental job characteristics to satisfaction, with 
perceived discrepancy emerging as a better predictor of satisfaction than 
the perceived amount. The research models predict that the strengths of 
the relationships examined in Chapter IV will be influenced by the vari- 
able importance. This chapter examines the effect of importance on the 
strengths of the satisfactionediscrepancy and satisfaction-perceived 
amount relationships. 

The results will first be reported separately for the hypote 
heses concerning the effect of importance derived from each of the alterne- 
ative research models. The findings for the two models will then be 
compared in terms of consistency as well as the relative strengths of rele 
ationships. No attempt will be made to discuss the findings in regard to 
individual job characteristics since the basic concern in this chapter is 
with the pattern of results for each of the alternative research models. 

To test Hypotheses Ila and IIb the survey sample was partite 
ioned into three groups for each job characteristic on the basis of the 
questionnaire responses indicating how important a reason for being satis- 
fied or dissatisfied in one*s job the characteristic in question is. The 
three groups will be referred to as the high, moderate and low importance 


groups, describing individuals who perceived the characteristic as very 
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important, fairly important, and slightly or not at all important, resp- 


ectively. 


The Effect of Importance on the Satisfaction-Discrepancy Relationship 


Hypothesis Ila states there is a stronger negative relation- 
ship between satisfaction and discrepancy for individuals perceiving a 
high importance than for individuals perceiving a low importance for a 
job characteristic. 

From Hypothesis Ila it is predicted the correlation between 
satisfaction and discrepancy will decrease from the high importance to 
the moderate importance groups. The first research model presented in 
Chapter III suggests that for the low importance group the correlation 
will approach zero, with little or no relationship between discrepancy 
and satisfaction. Findings consistent with these predictions will pro- 
vide support for the discrepancy model, 

The results in regard to Hypothesis Ila are presented as 
Pearson correlation coefficients in Table Vel, Table AlI-3 gives the 
corresponding Spearman rankeorder correlations. Referring to Table Vel, 
for 27 of the 37 job characteristics the correlations are as hypothe- 
sized, with the strongest relationship between satisfaction and discre- 
pancy for the high importance group and the weakest relationship for the 
low importance group. Of the ten instances where the relative magni-e 
tudes are not as predicted, only three characteristics have a higher 
correlation for the low importance group than for the high importance 


group, while for the seven remaining instances results consistent with 
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TABLE Vel 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE@PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases r Cases r 
l. 20 =79 40 =246 24 =41 
26 21 -.78 38 =.78 24 =. 61 
3. 27 282 37 @o7l 18 =.95 
4, 29 -.90 36 =. 64 19 =. 56 
Se 24 =. 86 39 =.62 22 -243 
66 20 #89 27 =. 65 38 23 
Te 30 -.76 36 =. 66 20 -.06 
8. 17 -e7l a0 =.61 32 -. 60 
9. 25 =. 82 32 e995 27 =o14 
10, 28 eked 39 =-59 16 =.54 
ll. 16 @=.75 30 ~» 61 28 -.64 
12. 13 -.90 27 209 42 ~o27 
13. 19 -.68 31 =.65 36 -.70 
14. 25 =-.66 27 238 29 -.70 
15. 32 =-.70 38 ~~55 10 -.58 
16. 35 -.80 30 ~o72 18 =296 
17. 28 =o 74 44 260 ll meal 
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TABLE Vel (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE=}PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases r Cases ¥ 

18, so} =. 80 30 =e72 18 =-.96 
19, 34 =o42 35 ~.62 16 =. 50 
20. 25 @-.77 35 -.90 25 -.05 
21. 36 -.82 35 @.75 3 -.40 
226 33 -.69 36 o70 Ls +,30 
236 19 @.92 36 #70 29 =. 50 
24.6 30 @, 81 38 =.70 18 -.02 
Zoe mF] =. 89 25 =. 56 27 -.28 
266 28 =o76 32 -.50 2 --48 
27.6 34 ~» 89 27 =.95 25 =. 04 
28. 19 -.81 31 = 54 34 51 
29. 18 -.82 29 #939 36 -eol 
30. 9 =.08 25 =e 52 48 +.13 
3l. di -.96 30 =.55 42 m4 
326 14 =.56 36 #65 34 -.34 
336 24 ~o97 44 -.60 16 -.23 
346 49 =.63 27 =» 69 7 ~e21 
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TABLE Vel (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE=PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


aS SSS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases r Cases r 
35. 46 =» 69 30 -,62 10 =,58 
366 38 -,05 35 -,56 9 -.25 
Ble 16 =. 69 28 -.56 35 =-.42 


Average over 
37 Items =e(4 =.58 =-.34 
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the hypothesis may be obtained by pooling the responses of the moderate 
importance group either with those of the high importance or the low 
importance group. 

Table Ve2 presents the differences between the correlation 
coefficients of various importance levels. Two sets of comparisons are 
made in Table V#2, first between the high and moderate importance groups 
and second between the moderate and low importance groups for each job 
characteristic. The correlations for the high importance group exceed 
those for the moderate importance group at the .05 significance level in 
13 instances and the moderate importance group has a significantly higher 
correlation only in the case of Item 36, the item dealing with pay and 
benefits. Turning to the second set of comparisons, the moderate impor- 
tance group has a higher correlation than the low importance group at the 
-05 level of significance for 9 of the 37 characteristics. 

The determination of significant differences through two unre- 
lated sets of comparisons as shown in Table Ve2 is not an entirely satis-= 
factory test. It would be preferable to test the null hypothesis that 
the three independent correlations were drawn from a single population. 
Bearing this limitation in mind, however, the comparisons made do provide 
a useful indication of the direction of the relationships observed and 
serve as a common basis for comparison with findings for the amount model, 

Returning to the overall direction of the findings presented 
in Table Vel, the mean Pearson correlations between satisfaction and dis- 
crepancy for the 37 characteristics are -,74, -.58 and -.34 for the high, 


moderate and low importance groups respectively indicating overall 
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TABLE Ve2 


DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 


ST A I ee ES SE SSE EA AR STE SR SS TS AS 
TS ES AT ESO a SS TE SE SEL FN SAT SSS SY SS AOS BOER SE SA 2 SS ES Ss a IE I EE AA ESE IES 


Difference in r's in Predicted Direction 


Between High Between Moderate 
Item and Moderate and Low 
Number Importance Importance 


SS EE SO IS SS LT TEE LE ME ST SES TE EOE IEE SOLIS SOT ISIE TED AD SI SLE CIOS AT ARE DAS ETE 
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15. 017 ei5 
16. 208 216 
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TABLE Vem2 (CONTINUED) 


DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 
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Difference in r*s in Predicted Direction 


Between High Between Moderate 
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Number Importance Importance 
17. 014 209 
18, 2 24 038 
19. -.20 052 
20. ali 045* 
21. 207 035 
226 -.01 B4*** 
236 022 2 40* 
246 ell o 68*** 
25. ee ite 228 
26. 026 02 
27.6 40000 « -,01 
28. 4 7** 203 
29. o 49** ~.16 
30. «26 2 45* 
3l. e441" ** oO1 
a26 =. 09 el 


(CONTINUED) 
(eR nae a a a TT TT TIED 


¥p <q 405; cached <.0l; bladed =) < 005. 


TY 


(GaUMITWO) SHV SURAT 


SUIHPMOTTAIJSH YORACIADEMSMMETIAIEI TAG WO BMPRMBATe WI SIIRaRIIAIS 

ver ~~ — y ty ; ~ 

¢ IVS) FATHUGRT WEMWTER - 

Semmes eee? eas SS ty Sop eee + cond ee, _ 
noijoe iG betnthe? | ot Bie nh gone oO tO 
teqohol naw ly! ; “ipt noowl ae 


wo.’ 5S etqiehol wAs masl 
esc agin! e9rsticem te cial 


er Eee Ot Ge Oana Soe ee: 


Oi, aL. aN f 


en nn ame , 


Go 4 Ac BL 
| PS» - . 


ae oS. »&l 


aS. OoeDE 28 


78 


TABLE V=2 (CONTINUED) 


DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION@DISCREPANCY RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 


Difference in r*s in Predicted Direction 


Between High Between Moderate 
Item and Moderate and Low 
Number Importance Importance 
Soe oor et® 037 
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support for Hypothesis Ila, To obtain a summary measure of the consis- 
tency of the findings, the Kendall coefficient of concordance, W, was 
computed for the results in Table Vel, Kendall's W is a measure of the 
degree of agreement among independent rankings, and varies from zero, 
for no agreement, to unity, for complete agreement. Siegal? indicates 
that W bears a linear relationship to the average value of the Spearman 
rank correlation coefficients between all possible pairs of rankings. 

To compute W the three Pearson correlations for each of the 37 job char- 
acteristics were ranked from highest to lowest without regard to the 
significance of differences between coefficients. Summary rankings obt- 
ained in this fashion place the high importance group first and the low 
importance group last, consistent with Hypothesis Ila, and yield a value 


of W = .62, significant at the .01 level. 


The Effect of Importance on the Satisfaction-Perceived Amount Relationship 


For the amount model, the predicted effect of importance is 
described by Hypothesis IIb which states there is a stronger relationship 
between satisfaction and perceived amount for individuals perceiving a 
high importance than for individuals perceiving a low importance for a 
job characteristic. 

Hypothesis IIb suggests the highest correlation between satis- 
faction and amount will be observed for the high importance group and the 
lowest correlation for the low importance group, The second research 


model presented in Chapter III further suggest that this correlation will 


Isiegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences, 
Pe 229. 
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approach zero as importance diminishes, implying little or no change in 
the level of satisfaction as the perceived amount varies for individuals 
who attach little or no affective significance to a job characteristic. 

Table V-3 presents the results in regard to Hypothesis IIb. 
The Pearson correlations between satisfaction and perceived amount at 
three levels of importance are given for each of the 36 job character- 
istics for which the hypothesized relationship could be examined. The 
corresponding Spearman rank correlations are presented in the Appendix, 
Table AII=-4, For only 14 of the 36 characteristics are the results 
shown in Table V-3 completely consistent with the hypothesis. Of the 22 
instances where the results are not consistent with Hypothesis IIb, 
there are 9 cases, or one-fourth of the characteristics examined, where 
not only the relative magnitudes of the correlations are contrary to the 
prediction, but also the direction of the satisfaction-amount relation- 
ship varies from one importance level to the next. As indicated in 
Chapter III, the model does not predict the direction of the satisfaction- 
amount relationship, but it is expected from the theoretical formulation 
that the direction of the relationship will not vary as importance 
varies, and the observed results for Items, 3, 6, 8, 19, 22, 28, 30, 31 
and 34 are wholly inconsistent with the amount model in this respect, 

To provide a comparison with the parallel analysis made for the 
discrepancy model, Table V-4 presents the differences in the absolute 
magnitudes of the Pearson satisfaction-amount correlations between the 
high and moderate importance groups and between the moderate and low 


importance groups for each characteristic, A negative difference indi- 
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TABLE Ve3 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE*PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


SS a SS SCR SSS SS 
nn a eS NS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases r Cases r 
1. 2) eg 41 eO1 24 Pe 
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16. 55 072 30 058 19 225 


(CONTINUED ) 


7 : 
Is 
g 
Enki 3041 
. } - 7 a 
CJAUCIVIOWE BUR THOUmA GIVISIRS4 GuA. WSETGA Jan 5 
CMULTAIINNUS AWUEHAGERAOMATRONML We he Lo a 
pore ham ie sr ese ie nm n— Sr amn er 7 
wo. adpretion Ho BM 
sonetsocml ei sngadaeant | sient 
lea ov OH soul mesl 
t esoesd Assen) t forsJ . tedmult 
“r. Ae 'O. if On ig ot 
La + ats ih <4 Ig +S 
a 
8S. es tf.< CF, Tf.= as Fy > 
; -* _ 
4 f * cl Vo VE He, eg Py 
=a gd 
{2 + ss aS, « Gs 1S i ag ~ we 
, ta 
TS = ae on ef 7 Hig a 
,v.~ us Si a¢ it. ie av 
- Pad oi) 
Ss eT cz e¢; et Th. éi A: a 
ee 
oh, vs bs, Et Ves ag oad oe 
Gé - 
CI os” 
ESs 
{0. 
{2 y= e. ei 
5 © gn ee 2 
SG. 7 : 


a 


. B28 7 wae 


TABLE V=3 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE*{PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases z Cases r 

17. 29 -.58 44 -.09 WZ =.57 
18. 21 “013 a2 =.935 32 10 
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TABLE V=3 (CONTINUED ) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE*PEARSON CORRELATIONS 


High Moderate Low 

Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases r Cases r Cases r 
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TABLE Ve4 


DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTIONePERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 
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Difference in r’s in Predicted Direction 


Between High Between Moderate 
Item and Moderate and Low 
Number Importance Importance 
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2. - 07 013 

cic) 204 -.41 
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Se -. 06 225 
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15. 017 -,03 
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DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION-PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 


Difference in_r*s in Predicted Direction 


Between High 


Between Moderate 


Item and Moderate and Low 
Number Importance Importance 
16. 014 aos 
17. 229 =.48 
18. «20 2 63* 
19, a8; * -. 51 
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26. 228 016 
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28. 222 -.21 
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TABLE Ve4 (CONTINUED) 


DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION-PERCEIVED AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 


Difference in r’s_ in Predicted Direction 


Between High Between Moderate 
Item and Moderate and Low 
Number Importance Importance 
32. -.14 20 
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cates the relative magnitudes of the coefficients compared are incons-= 
istent with Hypothesis IIb, Referring to Table V-4, 7 of the high- 
moderate differences and 7 of the moderate-low differences are signifi- 
cant at the .05 level in the predicted direction, while one of the 
moderate-low differences is significant in a contrary direction, A 
majority of the 72 comparisons do favor the hypothesis indicating a 
measure of overall support for the amount model in spite of the large 
number of obvious inconsistencies. 

Another summary indicator tending to generally support the 
amount model is the average Pearson correlation over the 36 characterise 
tics at each importance level, The average correlations for the high, 
moderate, and low importance levels are .47, .30 and .17 respectively. 
In computing the averages, the absolute values of the coefficients in 
Table V-3 were summed except in those instances where the coefficients 
were inconsistent as to sign; in these latter instances the absolute 
value of the odd coefficient was subtracted from the aggregate in determ- 
ining the mean. Finally, a third measure of the overall consistency of 
the findings among the 36 characteristics is provided by Kendall*s W, 
The overall ranking places the high, moderate and low importance groups 
in the predicted order according to the strength of the satisfaction- 


amount correlation and yields W = .28 significant at the .01 level, 


Comparison of the Discrepancy and Amount Models 


Overall comparisons of the findings regarding the effect of 


importance for each of the alternative research models are presented in 
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Tables Ve5 and V=6,. 

Table V=5 summarizes the results given in Tables V2 and Ve4 
by comparing the number of instances in which the predictions made by 
the discrepancy model and the amount model respectively are confirmed or 
contradicted by a comparison of correlation coefficients first between 
the high and moderate importance groups and second between the moderate 
and low importance groups. In the tabulation no distinction is made 
between the two sets of differences for a given model. Referring to 
Table VeS5, there is substantially more support for the discrepancy model 
than there is for the amount model, although the majority of the fine 
dings are supportive in both instances, As previously indicated, pair- 
wise differences do not provide an entirely satisfactory technique for 
testing the support for the hypotheses, and it would be preferable to 
apply a test which simultaneously compares the three correlations obse- 
rved for a particular job characteristic. 

In Table V-6 a comparison is made of the average correlations 
at each importance level and of Kendall’s W for the two models. Findings 
from similar studies reported by Locke and Vroom are also shown in the 
table, Examining the two sets of average correlations for the present 
study, the strengths of both the satisfaction-discrepancy and satisfaction- 
amount relationships are seen to increase, on average, as importance 
increases; however, at each importance level higher correlations are 
observed for the discrepancy model, The general pattern of findings ind- 
icated by the average correlations is reeinforced by the consistency with 


which the predicted effect of importance on the strength of relationships 
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TABLE Ve5 


COMPARISON OF DIFFERENCES IN STRENGTHS OF SATISFACTION-DISCREPANCY 
AND SATISFACTION-AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE LEVELS 


SUT CEST SE I OD I OO aS RTS 3 SS ERT ESET SSS, SSO TI SS DTT ED a ES PESTS PTT RL EIA I ST ES EOE EE SIDES SEIS PIES ELS SS YI ETS 


Satisfaction-Discrepancy Satisfaction=-Amount 
Direction of No. of Cumulative Cumulative No. of 


Difference* Instances I q Instances 


As Predicted 


p< .005 7 9.5 5.5 4 
-005< p< .0l 3 13.5 7.0 1 
-01 < p< .05 12 29.8 19.5 9 
05 <p 42 86.5 69.5 36 


Contrary to Prediction 


05 <p 9 98.7 98.6 21 

201 < p< .05 98.7 100.90 1 
.005< p<.,Ool 1 100.0 100.0 
p< .005 100.9 100.0 

Total 74 72 


*This refers to pairwise differences between High and Moderate 
Importance and Moderate and Low Importance Levels shown in 
Tables V2, and V4, 
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TABLE V=6 


COMPARISON OF AVERAGE PEARSON CORRELATIONS AND KENDALL*S W FGR THE EFFECT 
OF IMPORTANCE ON THE SATISFACTION=DISCREPANCY AND SATISFACTION 
AMOUNT RELATIONSHIPS 


Satisfactione- Satisfaction- 
Discrepancy Amount 
Study and Statistic Relationship Relationship 
Present Study = 37 Characteristics 
Average Correlation 
High Importance =.74 047 
Moderate Importance -.98 2 30 
Low Importance = 94 017 
All Cases ~.57 Peis) 
Locke* 
Average Correlation 
10 characteristics = all cases --81 eol 
25 characteristics = all cases ~e72 250 
Vroom** One Characteristic 
Pearson Correlation 
High N = independence coon 099 
Moderate N = independence wo se an a con 
Low N - independence o> os ama e1l3 
Present Study - 37 Characteristics 
Consistency of predicted effect 
among characteristics 
Kendall's W 062 228 
(p < .01) (p < .01) 


*Locke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324=26, 


**Vroom, Work and Motivation, pe 165. 


Gav JIART _ 


L aaa 

ce) WY on ws) Acie GSMO TW ANG MIB TAN) Wa BORSRRMDD: 
WOLPOAWEL The Od YORAGSHSRIR. Mo 1 NFRD GN a Sune RO VP -_ 

C0 THERUT TA.) AOR ; Q 


. ¥ se 
ee ee en = pace Po i Eo a ar eo ae h 
eh ah RE Se Se EE eS eR ce 


efnoiioe ie hte enaisos ee Eiar 
damm’ vormne1sB EG 
atilenntselot titzenolje fen : ot#et hate one youse 
nditelsite) apetevA 
vr ‘Ts b2netipae!l nosh 
oo SC a aonetaooml adouebol 
5 fi + hiya 7 sorndragml wot 


ae ‘25 eves) ILA 


= ss 


“nial 


wtisiaggod epetovA 
Ie. cm sseso Tip »~ avidebwitost ol 


ha. Stu nars> (fa « eobdeigadonieda Ff ee 


not det feeteot 
‘ aan sametinone had « Wo dg 
, wieisin oumoDne@ehnE « 4 atwrebal _ 
Fiat acrobrmcubng + A wept 


aos 
7) 
2 


oF 


is observed over a number of job characteristics for each of the alter- 
native models. For the discrepancy model Kendall's W = .62 is substan- 


tially greater than W = .28 for the amount model. 


Summary and Discussion 


This chapter has been concerned with examining the effect of 
the variable importance on the strengths of the satisfaction=-discrepancy 
and satisfaction-amount relationships, From the research models prese- 
nted in Chapter III it was predicted that individuals perceiving lower 
importance for a job characteristic experience less change in satis= 
faction than do those perceiving a higher importance for a given change 
in discrepancy, or alternatively, in the perceived amount. Hypotheses 
Ila and Ilb specified these predictions for the discrepancy and amount 
models respectively. 

The results obtained provide general support for Hypothesis 
Ila. The strength of the satisfactionediscrepancy relationship is obse- 
rved to progressively increase as importance varies from a low to a 
moderate to a high level. This variation in the strength of the relatio- 
nship is evident both on an overall basis, as indicated by the average 
correlations at each importance level, and for individual job character- 
istics, as indicated by the moderately high level of consistency among 
the findings for the 37 items examined. From oaeceien of the litera- 
ture, it does not appear any previous investigations of the effect of 
importance on the satisfaction discrepancy relationship using survey data 


have been reported. Locke's experimental findings dealing with satisf- 


2Locke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 326=29, 
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action on a reaction time task under induced conditions of high and low 
importance, in fact, appears to be the only evidence concerning this 
effect. The present findings hence represent not only a confirmation 

of Locke*s results using a different research method, but indicate as 
well that the effect can be confidently generalized to satisfaction with 
a variety of real situations as opposed to a single aspect of relatively 
artificial laboratory situation. 

For Hypothesis IIb, the results similarly provide a measure of 
general support. Average correlations between satisfaction and perceived 
amount are observed to increase from the low to the moderate to the high 
importance levels. When the correlations for individual job character- 
istics are considered, however, there are more instances where the over= 
all direction of the findings is Brae adie eed than there are items for 
which it is consistently supported. This lack of consistency in the 
findings is reflected by a relatively low coefficient of concordance 
among the results for the 36 job characteristics examined. The lack of 
consistency in the effect of importance on the satisfaction-amount relat- 
ionship is observed not only in terms of the relative strengths of the 
relationship, but also in the direction of the relationship for one- 
fourth of the characteristics examined. The variations in the direction 
of the relationship from one level of importance to another are clearly 
at odds with the theoretical formulation of the amount model, and bring 
into serious question the validity of the model as an accurate explan- 
ation of the psychological processes linking environmental character- 


istics to satisfaction as an emotional response. 
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Table V-6 provides a Summary comparison of the findings for the 
alternative research models together with results from similar studies 
reported in the literature, Comparing the average correlations at each 
importance level for the alternative formulations in the present study 
provides additional confirmation for the conclusions made of the end of 
Chapter IVs; for the set of job characteristics studied, the relationship 
between satisfaction and discrepancy is consistently stronger at all 
levels of importance than is the relationship between satisfaction and 
perceived amount. 


3 findings regarding the effect of need for independence 


Vroom*s 
on the strength of the satisfactionelevel of decision making relationship, 
shown in Table V-6, are replicated in the present study by the investi- 
gation of the effect of importance on the strength of the satisfaction- 
amount relationship. Referring to the table, there is very close agree- 
ment between Vroom’s reported correlations and the average correlations 
of each of the three importance levels in the present study. The present 
results thus provide a confirmation of Vroom*s findings concerning the 
multiplicative effect of importance, but the lack of consistency among 
findings for individual job characteristics not reflected in the average 
correlations, at the same time gives cause to question the validity of 
the amount model and Vroom's formulation as accurate predictors of satis-= 
faction. 


It was noted in Chapter IV that although the present results 


were in agreement with Locke's* findings that higher correlations obtain 


3Vroom, Work and Motivation, pe 165. 


4tocke, “What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 324-26, 
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for the satisfaction-discrepancy than for the satisfaction-amount relat- 
ionship, the average correlations for both relationships in the present 
study are lower than the values reported by Locke, Referring again to 
Table V-6, where Locke's results are shown, the values of Locke's 
average correlations are in close agreement with the present average 
correlations at the high importance level for both the satisfaction- 
discrepancy and satisfaction=-amount relationships. A plausible explana- 
tion of the higher average correlations in the two studies reported by 
Locke, therefore, is that Locke*s respondents regarded the questionnaire 
items on which they were tested as highly important reasons for being 
satisfied or dissatisfied in their jobs, while the characteristics examined 
in the present study were regarded as less important, on the average, by 


the sample of respondents. 
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CHAPTER VI 


THE EFFECT OF IMPORTANCE ON LEVELS OF SATISFACTION 


This chapter will be concerned with the third research question 
posed at the end of Chapter II, "Does indifference to the amount of a job 
characteristic lead to a neutral emotional reaction, or is indifference 
accompanied by a chronic condition of either satisfaction or dissatise 
faction with the characteristic?” The findings presented in Chapter V 
indicate that as importance decreases to a low level individuals tend to 
experience little or no change in satisfaction as the amount of a charact= 
eristic varies, This observation does not, however, indicate the level 
of satisfaction experienced by the low importance group relative to the 
levels experienced by the moderate and high importance groups at a parte 
icular magnitude of perceived amount or discrepancy. To answer the third 
research question it is necessary to examine the relative levels of sat- 
isfaction among importance levels at a particular value of amount or 
discrepancy for a job characteristic. 

To deal with this third research question, an analysis of the 
results will be made in the context of the discrepancy model. The 
reasons for choosing the discrepancy model exclusively in preference to 


the amount model are threefold. 


1. The models make identical predictions regarding the indifferent 
condition, both suggesting that indifference is accompanied by 


a neutral reaction. 
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2. The technique to be employed for testing the prediction 
assumes that the hypotheses tested in Chapters IV and V have 
been confirmed by the findings, and greater empirical support 
for the discrepancy model has been observed in these preceding 
chapters. 

3. As indicated in Chapter III, the use of the amount model pre- 
sents a serious methodological problem. The findings may 
confirm the prediction but cannot contradict it, since there is 
no datum for the measurement of perceived amount to serve as a 
Fixed point for the comparison of satisfaction levels among 
groups with different importance levels. In the discrepancy 
model the condition of zero discrepancy provides the necessary 


absolute point of reference. 


Hypothesis III and the Method of Analysis 


Hypothesis III states that as importance decreases, satisfaction 
will tend to approach neutrality, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, for 
ee eee case of no discrepancy; in the case of no discrepancy indiv- 
iduals perceiving a high importance will have greater satisfaction than 
individuals perceiving low importance for a characteristic. 

From Hypothesis III, therefore, it is predicted that in the zero 
discrepancy condition satisfaction scores will progressively decrease from 
the high importance to the moderate importance to the low importance 
groups, as these groups were defined in Chapter V, for a given job chara- 
cteristic. The appropriate method for testing the prediction is hence to 


compare the ordinal satisfaction scores among the three importance levels 
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for that sub-sample of respondents perceiving zero discrepancy for a 
characteristic, using a suitable nonparametric technique for the com- 
parison. The relatively small size of the survey sample, however, prohi-~ 
bited the use of the method of analysis described above. When the 

group of individuals in the zero discrepancy condition for each charact-= 
eristic was partitioned into three importance levels, the number of cases 
in the resulting sub-samples was so small as to prohibit even applying 
available techniques let alone drawing inferences with any degree of con-= 
fidence. 

An alternative method of analysis was suggested by Locke's? 
technique for comparing obtained functions for the satisfaction- 
discrepancy relationship between conditions of high and low importance 
on a reaction time task, Locke plotted the mean satisfaction scores for 
each condition versus discrepancy and then tested the obtained functions 
for differences in slope, implying a linear relationship for the obtained 
functions, and observed that for the zero discrepancy condition the 
obtained function for high importance was at a higher satisfaction level 
than the plotted line for low importance. Locke's technique closely 
parallels least-squares linear regression of satisfaction on discrepancy, 
as both methods imply no error in the measurement of discrepancy. Linear 
regression, however, takes more realistic account of the distribution of 
errors in satisfaction scores by fitting the obtained function to the 
individual observations rather than treating the mean satisfaction scores 


at different values of discrepancy as equally reliable. To analyse the 
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liocke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", p. 329. 
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present results, therefore, linear regression was chosen as a technique 
for deriving obtained functions of the satisfaction-discrepancy relat-= 
ionship. 

In terms of the chosen method of analysis, the prediction 
from Hypothesis III now states that at a discrepancy value of zero, the 
obtained satisfaction-discrepancy functions will yield the highest 
satisfaction value for the high importance group and the lowest satis- 
Faction value for the low importance group for a particular job charace- 
teristic. Findings consistent with this prediction will provide support 


for Hypothesis III, 


Limitations of the Method of Analysis 


Linear reqression was chosen as a technique for the analysis 
of the results for Hypothesis III to compensate for the small number of 
observations available relative to the number required for confident 
inference using a more appropriate technique. The basic assumptions 


made in using this technique for the analysis are now explicitly stated. 


1. Measurements of both satisfaction and discrepancy were obt- 
ained on a scale of interval strength or better. 

2. The relationship between satisfaction and discrepancy at each 
level of importance is accurately represented by a linear 
Function. 


3, There is no error in the measurement of discrepancy. 


Clearly the first assumption is contrary to the very nature of the meas-= 
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uring scales employed in obtaining the data, The second assumption 

is meaningful only if the first assumption is accepted, since the very 
use of the term "linear" implies interval measurement or Rokhatt In 
defense of these assumptions is the observed close agreement between 
Pearson and Spearman correlations for the results presented in Chapters 
IV and V, suggesting that the conclusions drawn from an interval scale 
linear approximation do not drastically differ from the conelusions 

that would be drawn from an analysis of the ordinal data with appropriate 
techniques. The third assumption clearly cannot be objectively substan- 
tiated. 

While the assumptions of interval measurement and linearity in 
themselves place a constraint on the confidence with which inferences 
may be made using regression analysis, any attempt to test for the sign- 
ificance of differences in findings between importance levels requires 
additional Besbinetons concerning the form of the distribution of errors 
in measurements. For this reason, no attempt will be made to apply such 
tests, but rather the analysis will focus on the consistency and the 


overall pattern of the findings among the 37 job characteristics studied. 


The Results for Hypothesis II] 


Table VI-l1 presents the results for Hypothesis III. The table 
shows the obtained satisfaction value, with discrepancy set to zero, at 
each of three importance levels for the 37 job characteristics studied. 
Individual satisfaction scores on the scale used for measurement may 


range from a minimum of "1", corresponding to “very dissatisfied", to a 
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maximum of "7", corresponding to “very satisfied". The portion of the 
scale encompassing the obtained values shown in Table VI-1 includes 


the following scores and the responses to which they correspond: 


4: neither satisfied or dissatisfied 
5: slightly satisfied 
6: fairly satisfied 


7: very satisfied 


The mean obtained satisfaction values, averaged over the 37 character- 
istics are 6.46, 6.20 and 5.54 for the high, moderate and low importance 
levels respectively. The ranking of the mean satisfaction values is 
hence in accordance with Hypothesis III, with the highest average for the 
high importance groups and the lowest average for the low importance 
groups. 

For the low importance level, the average obtained satisfaction 
value of 5,54 falls between the responses “slightly satisfied" and 
“fairly satisfied", while the averages for the moderate and high importance 
groups are in the interval between "fairly satisfied" and "very satisfied". 
Further insight regarding the experienced level of satisfaction as com-= 
plete indifference to the amount of a characteristic is approached is 
provided by a partition of the characteristics according to the strength 
of the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship, as measured by the Pearson 
correlation, within the low importance level. For the 19 job character- 
istics with the Eicheat correlations (#.36 or greater) the mean satisf- 


action value is 5.79, while the mean obtained satisfaction value for the 
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TABLE VIel 


OBTAINED SATISFACTION VALUES AT NO DISCREPANCY BY IMPORTANCE LEVEL FOR 
ALL CHARACTERISTICS 


High Moderate Low 

Importance Importance Importance 

Item No. of Satis- No. of Satis- No. of Satis- 

Number Cases faction Cases faction Cases faction 

1. 20 6.65 40 5.98 24 6.00 
26 21 6.82 38 6.92 24 6.04 
Bes 27 6.60 37 6.36 18 5.59 
4. 29 6.79 36 5297 19 541 
Be 24 6.45 39 6.11 22 5.79 
6. 20 6.75 27 6,33 38 5.50 
Ie 30 6,59 36 6.15 20 5242 
8. iG, 6.70 215) 6.33 a2 6.23 
9. ya) 620% 52 5.94 27 5.76 
10. 28 6.60 39 6.12 16 6.11 
ll. 26 6.70 30 6.41 28 6.35 
12. is 6.93 ZY, 6.58 42 5.24 
13. 19 6.27 31 5.87 36 5695 
14. 25 5274 24 SE! 29 4,86 
Boe ae 5.40 38 5.18 10 5.14 
16. 35 6.80 30 6.05 18 5244 
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TABLE VIe1 (CONTINUED) 


OBTAINED SATISFACTION VALUES AT NO DISCREPANCY BY IMPORTANCE LEVEL FOR 
ALL CHARACTERISTICS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of Satis- No. of Satis- No. of Satis 
Number Cases faction Cases faction Cases faction 
17. 28 6.84 44 6.07 ABE Daze 
18. 21 6.23 ae 5.81 a2 4,98 
We 34 6.50 oo 6,24 16 5e13 
20. 25 6.87 a5 5.99 25 Baca 
21. 36 6.98 $5 6444 13 6.06 
226 ee) 6.27 36 6.50 is 4.43 
236 19 6.62 36 6.27 29 5.18 
24. 30 6.91 38 6.92 18 4.50 
PAS Aye) 6.76 25 6.18 7 as 5.40 
266 28 6.22 az 6.02 Zi ene 
276 34 6.96 27 6.33 25 Seat 
28. 19 6.77 ol 6.33 34 5.67 
296 18 6.53 29 6e1l 36 5.89 
30. 2) 6.31 25 6.39 48 5.47 
31. ala 6.86 30 6.54 42 5.95 
326 14 6.70 36 6.354 34 5692 
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TABLE VIel (CONTINUED) 


OBTAINED SATISFACTION VALUES AT NO DISCREPANCY BY IMPORTANCE LEVEL FOR 
ALL CHARACTERISTICS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of Satis~ No. of Satis= No. of Satis- 
Number Cases faction Cases faction Cases faction 
Oo6 24 6,87 44 6.29 16 Be95 
O46 29 Seo ZT Belo 7 4.24 
a 46 Bela 30 bea 10 oe) 
366 38 4,49 35 6.06 3) He to 
he 16 6.49 28 6.07 35 5.94 
Average for 
37 Items 6.46 epyree 5.54 
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18 remaining characteristics with lower correlations (-.34 or less) is 
5e27. These findings appear to suggest that when individuals are virt- 
ually completely indifferent to the amount of a job characteristic they 
tend to describe their emotional response to the characteristic as one of 
Slight satisfaction. This observation is re-inforced by a consideration 
of the three lowest obtained satisfaction scores in Table VI-1 which are 
4,24, 4.43 and 4.49, in no instance below the neutral score of 4. 

Turning to a consideration of the findings for individual job 
characteristics, in 28 of the 37 instances the results are in complete 
accordance with Hypothesis III, with the highest obtained satisfaction 
value at no discrepancy for the high importance group and the lowest 
value for the low importance group. Uf the 9 characteristics where the 
results are not perfectly consistent, only one has a higher satisfaction 
value for low importance than for high importance, while in 8 instances 
results consistent with the hypothesis may be obtained by combining the 
moderate importance responses either with those of the high importance 
group or with those of the low importance group. 

To provide a summary measure of the consistency of the fin- 
dings among the individual job characteristics, Kendall's W was computed 
for the results presented in Table VI-1 by assigning highest and lowest 
rankings respectively to the largest and smallest obtained satisfaction 
values for each characteristic. The overall ranking thus derived is 
consistent with the hypothesis, placing the high importance groups first 
and the low importance groups last. Kendall's W for the rankings is 


74 (p <.01) confirming a high degree of consistency among the findings 
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for the individual job characteristics. 


Summary _and Discussion 


In this chapter the effect of the variable importance on 
levels of satisfaction has been examined. It was predicted from the dis- 
crepancy model, the first research model presented in Chapter III, that 
for the condition of zero discrepancy between perceived and preferred 
amounts of a job characteristic the level of satisfaction decreases as 
the level of importance decreases, approaching neutrality as the level of 
importance becomes very low. The findings presented and discussed in 
Chapter V indicate, with a moderately high dearee of consistency, that the 
strength of the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship decreases as the 
level of inpestence decreases, The assumption was made that this finding 
from Chapter V may be accurately represented by a fitted linear function 
at each importance level to provide an indication of the expected level 
of experienced satisfaction for a discrepancy of zero. 

The results obtained using the fitted linear function method 
of analysis, presented in summary form in Table VI-2, provide general 
support for the part of Hypothesis III referring to the relative magnit- 
udes of satisfaction among importance levels. The obtained satisfaction 
values decrease with decreasing importance both on average and for a 
large majority of the individual job characteristics. There is high 
degree of consistency in the results supporting this finding among the 


37 job characteristics studied. 


There is evidence from the findings, however, that for indivi- 
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TABLE VI—=2 


SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR HYPOTHESIS III 


A, Average Obtained Satisfaction Values From 
Fitted Linear Function at Zero Discrepancy 


Importance Level and Number Satisfaction 
of Characteristics Value* 


High Importance 
37 Characteristics. 6.4 


[@p) 


Moderate Importance 
37 Characteristics, 6.2 


(ame 


Low Importance 
19 Characteristics with highest 
satisfaction=-discrepancy Te 5.79 


18 Characteristics with lowest 
satisfaction-discrepancy Tr. Seen 


37 Characteristics Be D4 


Be Consistency of Findings 


Consistency among 37 characteristics in ranking obtained 
satisfaction values highest for high importance and 
lowest for low importance, 


Kendall's W = .74 (p < .01) 


*The scale responses and scores for measuring satisfaction are: 


l: very dissatisfied 

2: fairly dissatisfied 

3: slightly dissatisfied 

4: neither satisfied or dissatisfied 
5: slightly satisfied 

6: fairly satisfied 

7: very satisfied 
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duals who are virtually completely indifferent, in terms of satisfaction, 
to changes in the amount of a job characteristic, the resulting level of 
satisfaction is not one of neutrality, but rather taane to be described 
as between "slightly" and "fairly" satisfied. This observation may in 
part explain the consistent finding from a large number of studies in 
industrial organizations that most employees are relatively well satis~ 
fied with their jobs, 2 The presence of individuals who are indifferent 
to the characteristics of their jobs in any employee population surveyed 
will tend to bias the overall distribution of satisfaction scores 
towards "satisfaction" rather than neutrality or “dissatisfaction” if the 
apparent findings reported in this chapter are correct and generalizable 
to other populations. 

2c, A, Lee, "Variation and Consistency in the Performance= 


Satisfaction Relationship in Industrial Organizations" (unpublished 
Ph, D dissertation, University of Washington, 1969), p. 92. 
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perceived and preferred amounts, and (4) the importance, or affective 
salience, of a job characteristic. Definitions of these variables along 
with a description of how they were operationalized for 37 distinct work 
role characteristics were presented in Chapter III. Five hypotheses 
predicting the relationships among the variables were derived from the 
two research models, described as the discrepancy model and the amount 
model. Hypotheses Ia, Ila, and III, from the discrepancy model, pred- 
icted: a negative relationship between satisfaction and discrepancy; a 
decrease in the strength of the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship 

as importance decreases; in the case of no discrepancy, a decrease in 
satisfaction as importance decreases with satisfaction approaching neut- 
rality as importance becomes very low. Hypotheses Ib and IIb, derived 
From the amount model, alternatively predicted: a consistent relations- 
hip between satisfaction and perceived amount; a decrease in the str- 
ength of the satisfaction-amount relationship as importance decreases. 

In order to test these hypotheses a correlational field study 
was conducted. The research site was a large government owned utility 
company and the sample consisted of 86 office workers from 16 separate 
work groups encompassing a variety of task specialties, job titles, and 
educational requirements, Questionnaires were administered to measure 
the variables, 

In Chapter IV the results in regard to Hypotheses Ila and Ib 
were presented. Support was obtained for both hypotheses; however, the 
strength of the satisfaction-discrepancy relationship was found to be 
substantially greater than the strength of the satisfaction-amount 


relationship, as indicated by the likelihood of obtaining a significant 
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correlation and from a characteristic-by-characteristic comparison of 
the magnitudes of the respective correlations. Averaged over all job 
characteristics, the satisfaction-discrepancy correlation was r = =.57, 
clearly greater in magnitude than r = .35 for the satisfaction=-amount 
relationship. These results indicate that the discrepancy between 
perceived and preferred amounts of a characteristic is superior to the 
perceived amount of a characteristic by itself as a predictor of satis- 
faction. 

Results regarding the effect of the variable importance on the 
strengths of the satisfaction-discrepancy and satisfaction-amount rela- 
tionships, as specified in Hypotheses Ila and IIb respectively, were 
presented and discussed in Chapter V. The results provided good support 
for Hypothesis Ila. The satisfaction-discrepancy correlations averaged 
over all characteristics were r = -.74, -.58, and =-.34 for the high, 
moderate, and low levels of importance respectively, with a moderately 
high degree of consistency among the results for individual character- 
istics as indicated by Kendall's W = .62 among the characteristics. The 
support obtained for Hypothesis IIlb was, by contrast, substantially 
weaker. Although the average correlations for the satisfaction-amoung 
relationship over all characteristics were r = .47, .30, and .17 resp- 
ectively for the high, moderate and low importance levels in accordance 
with the prediction, there was a comparatively low degree of consistency 
among the results for individual characteristics, with Kendall's W = ,28, 
This lack of consistency was evident not only in the relative magnitudes 


of the correlations, but as well in the direction of the relationship at 
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different importance levels, an observation which gives cause to serio- 
usly question the validity of the amount model as an accurate description 
of the process leading to experienced satisfaction. 

To test Hypothesis III, a linear function was fitted to the 
satisfaction-discrepancy relationship to yield the expected satisfaction 
value for a discrepancy of zero within each importance level. The 
results of this analysis, reported and discussed in Chapter VI, were 
over all in agreement with the prediction from the hypothesis that at 
zero discrepancy satisfaction decreases as importance decreases. The 
consistency among the results for individual job characteristics in 
support of the hypothesis, as indicated by Kendall's W = .74, was high. 
However, in those instances where individuals were virtually completely 
indifferent, in terms of satisfaction, to the perceived amount of a 
characteristic, the resultant emotion tended to be one of mild satisf- 
action and not one of neutrality as predicted by Hypothesis III, 

Taken together, the results for Hypotheses la, Ila, and III 
provide good empirical support for the discrepancy model as a descri- 
ption and explanation of the psychological process linking environme- 
ntal work role characteristics to experienced job satisfaction. The 
weaker and less consistent findings for Hypotheses Ib and IIb cast 
considerable doubt on the validity of the amount model as a represente 
ation of this psychological process, Therefore, in response to the 
question of how the influence of job characteristics on satisfaction 
depends upon individual differences in attitudinal variables, the answer 


indicated by the findings of this study is that satisfaction is depen- 
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dent upon the discrepancy between the amount of a job characteristic 
perceived and a cognized individual standard describing a preferred 
amount of the characteristic. As the discrepancy increases, the level 
of satisfaction correspondingly diminishes, A second individual var- 
iable, the affective salience or importance attached to the job charac- 
teristic, determines both the absolute level of satisfaction and the 
rate at which satisfaction varies with discrepancy. Specifically, ind- 
ividuals perceiving a high importance experience a high level of satis- 
faction for little or no discrepancy and intense dissatisfaction for 
large discrepancies, while persons attaching a low importance to a 
characteristic experience correspondingly milder degrees both of satis-= 
faction and dissatisfaction. In the extreme case of virtually no impor- 
tance for a characteristic, the emotional response is one between neut- 
rality and very mild satisfaction, quite independent of the discrepancy 


and hence of the perceived amount of the characteristic, 


Implications for Further Research 


The findings from this study have in part replicated and in 


1 in formulating and inves- 


part extended the original work of Edwin Locke 
tigating what has here been described as the discrepancy model of the 
psychological process whereby environmental and attitudinal variables 
interact to determine an emotional response of satisfaction or dissatis- 
faction. The present research has been deficient in many respects; the 


correlational design has not permitted ruling out alternative explana- 


tions, the sample was limited, and in some instances the small size of 
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liocke, "What is Job Satisfaction?", pp. 309-36, 
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the sample prohibited the application of the most appropriate statis- 
tical techniques of inference. Hence there is a need for verification 
and replication in larger samples drawn from a variety of settings and 
for the use of experimental as well as correlational research designs. 

This study has indicated that a cognized individual stand- 
ard describing a preferred amount and an individual assignment of imp- 
ortance or affective salience to job characteristics are the key attite 
udinal variables upon which satisfaction depends. This observation 
gives rise to further questions concerning these two variables and their 
nature. To what extent, for instance, are preferences and importances 
enduring aspects of individual personality organization as opposed to 
being transient mental states evoked in response to situational fac- 
tors? The investigation of this question would make a useful contrib- 
ution to knowledge in the areas both of personality theory and the study 
of attitude change. 

To explain an observed difference in the response to job char- 


2 have 


acteristics between city and town workers, Turner and Lawrence 
postulated differences in predispositions determined by cultural settings 
and recommend further research to identify the specific determinants of 
these differences. Such a socialization of job attitudes is similarly 
hypothesized by Argyris’, who suggests that indifference to the features 


of one’s work role is a manifestation of working class values re= 


inforced by social learning. The present findings suggest that the 


2Turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, pp. 115-129, 


3Chris Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization 
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Ince, 1964), p. 80. 
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pertinent dependent variables in investigating the consequences of 
socialization in different cultural and social settings are job charact- 
eristic preferences and importances. 

The discrepancy model also provides a useful theoretical fram- 
ework for the investigation of how employees adapt to an unsatisfactory 
work role when there is no opportunity for withdrawal. A longtitudinal 
Field study can indicate which combination of the following modes chara-= 
cterizes the adaptive process. (1) Perceptual distortion. Dissatis- 
Faction is reduced by ignoring, rejecting or altering the perception of 
job characteristics which are discrepant from one's preferences, Turner 


4 present some evidence for this perceptual effect in their 


and Lawrence 
observation that city workers tended to rate the amounts of various 
characteristics in their jobs differently from the ratings given by the 
researchers, while there was good agreement between the researcher's 
ratings and those of town workers for their jobs. (2) Attitude change 
by modifying one’s preferences. Dissatisfaction is reduced by altering 
one’s standards to be more congruent with situational conditions. (3) 
Attitude change by modifying the importance of job characteristics, By 
reducing the importance of unsatisfactory job characteristics, the int~ 
ensity of experienced dissatisfaction is reduced to a neutral emotional 


reaction. Argyris> suggests this third mode is the primary adaptive 


device for minimizing frustration and dissatisfaction with a work role. 


4turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker, p. 161. 


[Chris Argyris, Personality and Organization (New York: 
Harper and Row Publishers, 1957), p. 92. 
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The variable satisfaction is included in many theories of 
motivation, implying that the psychological determinants of satisf-= 
action will have an effect on overt behavior. It is interesting to note 
that the discrepancy model encompasses attitudinal variables common to 
two apparently disparate models of task motivation which have received 
considerable research attention in the recent literature, The concept 
of an internal standard describing a preferred amount of a reward is 
central to equity theory, and the dual role of the comparison standard as 
a determinant of both satisfaction and effort is especially evident in 
Pritchard's® formulation of equity theory. The variable importance is 
conceptually and operationally equivalent to the variable valence which 
is one of the primary independent attitudinal variables in the expectancy 
theory of motivation as explicated by Vroom’ and more recently extended 
by Lawler and Porter. & Since preferences and importance have been shown 
to interact in determining satisfaction, there appears to be some promise 
for a theoretical reconciliation and integration of the equity and expec- 
tancy theories of motivation centered on the interrelationship between 
these two variables, Such an integration would undoubtedly open a num-= 


ber of new avenues of research in this area. 


Opritchard, “Equity Theory: A Review and a Critique", pp. 205- 
210. 


"Vroom, Work and Motivation, ppe 192-196, 


8, E, Lawler and L. W. Porter, "Antecedent Attitudes of Effe- 


ctive Managerial Performance," Organizational Behavior and Human Perform= 
ance, II (1967), pp. 124-26. 
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Implications for Management Practice 


If satisfaction with job characteristics is dependent upon 
individual differences in attitudinal variables, as suggested in this 
study, a severe limitation may be imposed on the potential improvements 
in employee morale attainable from uniform changes in job design. This 
is not to say that a policy of job enlargement cannot be an effective 
means to increasing job satisfaction, but rather that caution should be 
exercised in making such changes uniformly for all individuals. Unless 
there is evidence that an employee population is relatively homogeneous 
with respect to individual preferences, management concerned with incre 
easing the level of employee satisfaction must be prepared to utilize 
individual interviews or questionnaires to determine employee predispos- 
itions and to provide sufficient flexibility in job designs for varia- 
tions consistent with individual preferences. 

Variability in the degree to which individuals regard job 
characteristics as important to their satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
Similarly influences the extent to which changes in job design can infl- 
uence aggregate levels of satisfaction in an employee population. Emp- 
loyees who attach little or no importance to job characteristics will 
tend to show a smaller response to changes in job design than will those 
who consider the attributes of the job to be highly important. An 
apparent finding of the present study is that for individuals who are 
virtually completely indifferent to amounts of job characteristics the 
emotional response tends to be one of mild satisfaction rather than neut- 


rality. This suggests that the findings of organizational morale surveys 
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be interpreted with caution, since the presence of indifferent indivi- 
duals in an employee population appears to bias the overall response in 
the direction of satisfaction. 

Management should be aware of one further possible limitation 
on morale improvement through changes in job desion. Even if individual 
preferences and attachments of importance are taken into consideration, 
it is still necessary to insure that employees perceive the characteri- 
stics of their jobs in the same way as does management. This emphasises 
the need for effective two-way communication and consultation in planning 
and implementing job changes, and again suggests individual interviews 
as the most effective device for obtaining information on employee att- 
itudes. 

In summary, indiscriminate and wholesale changes in job design 
should not be regarded as a cure-all technique for improving employee 
morale. A policy of job enlargement must be tailored to match the indiv- 
idual preferences and desires of employees for greatest effectiveness, 
This suggests that the measurement and analysis of relevant employee 
attitudes are essential prerequisites to the formulation of effective 


policy in this area. 
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APPENDIX I 


QUESTIONNAIRE USED FOR DATA COLLECTION 


This part of the survey consists of a number of items descr- 
ibing characteristics that to a greater or lesser degree are part of 
every person's job. 

Please read carefully, completely through each item before you 
give your answers, Each item requires that you answer four different 


questions: 


1. The amount of the characteristic that is your job now. 
Answer by writing in the blank the letter (A or B or C, 
etc.) preceding the multiple choice response that most 
accurately describes your job. Do not try to quess how 
your supervisor or co-workers would answer, we are int= 
erested in YOUR OWN VIEWPOINT AND GPINION ABOUT YOUR OWN 
JOB. 


2. The amount of characteristic you feel should be in your 
job in the practical ideal case; that is, the way you 
would like your job to be if you had complete freedom in 
writing your own job description. Answer by choosing the 
multiple choice response (A or B or C, etc.) that most 
accurately describes your ideal, 


3. How satisfied or dissatisfied you are with the character- 
istic being discussed in your present job. 


4. How important a reason the characteristic being discussed 
is for satisfaction or dissatisfaction in your job. 
If you are in doubt, or find that a forced choice answer may 
be misleading, please complete the questions as required by choosing the 


closest answer. Make a notation in the margin explaining your doubts, 
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We remind you that the worth of the survey depends entirely 
upon you. Try to answer as carefully and openly as possible, bearing 
in mind that no one at your Company will see or be informed of your 


individual responses. 


' 7 a 
Leas 7 : 
; at, a 
Oss ' line wey. 
& 
. < as 7 


yioiidne ghepgeh yeviun ode We. riiaow ertd dorlt UpyY oninied oe Ree: 


rhs 
snianed yefdtseon es yloeie bows yilvietes sp aiwens oF yal. quay ne 
Th 


tuny do berwin ai 9d 30 Bee Litw yrtecimith.! TuOY te ano .on sons onim AL 
seoencqaet Leublvibal 


Ll. 


P21) 


The physical location and posture I must work in to carry out my 
assigned duties; 


A. Sit or stand at the same place for most of the work day (95% 
of the time). 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. Move in a fixed work place. Do not have to sit or stand all 
the time - but fixed work place. 


D. About midway between answers C and E. 


E. Move most of the time to different work places. No specified 
single work place. 


1.1 What my job is like now 


1.2 As @ practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


1.3 I am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


1.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


The number of times my job requires a MAJOR change in scene, work place, 
or dutiess = 


(Possible examples of such major changes would be field trips, training 
courses, inspection tours, outside conferences or seminars, special 
assignments, etc., for instance). 

A. Practically never. 

B. About once a yeare 

C. Two to six times a yeare 

De Six to twelve times a year. 

E. Once or twice a month. 

F. Two to four times a month. 


G. Once or twice a week, or more. 


2.1 What my job is like now 


ty 


2.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
2.3 arch ne ~ very - satisfied 

~ fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

~ neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


2.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is; (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


a | 


‘Veale = ri 
me , a 7 wd 
se jun waren on, ak op Hane, 2 ean eset nn : 

| ' 
yer) qab Naeo 09 le Sean wel anes onne, ot Lo ae ” 


‘3 Bub » eshew metric yaAMs sieelh r 


ik Peete on SG Od OG Pet oe phy ree ie ry ww 
manly eee Beles: >'nahs ods 


ite > ooaake mane Gereee sets <e 
jc duoratith ov oate aii Seem ovat ~ ieee ~— ¢ 7 


baldiosqe oF «ap ome peor arenes algnte 
ek ot ge ee ka : 
ode dul -~' teed deloedsg @ QA S68 7 
[watt ‘ [ gay 3) at. Gi 
. fee 


Ry or bl, abil: ita tw 


7 
pet “2h aigatt & Oh ef : 
al db (eo! aooyem ata 7 ) 
ytatar beg ti fle fe oon a, 
| 2 sab Oqe! = : 
: 
; slp io eels 26 aetn CHT oh _ 
awl pb Se 
: ; Ls 
a4 ji 4) (Vae ( 246 - i pea a pn igguae> «ft teat) - 
reed igtelt. ahteave Pris: () eae ree 


40k ,at®& ot one all 

ivat YMashsrot 

Fay ore wath 

aay eo ele whe OF Ot 

tome ently ela a a8 
.aqew 2 otlee 29 aoe 
oe ch Tad wh 
on 2, awe al 


oe oe 


3. 


NOTE: PLEASE READ OVER QUESTIONS (3) AND (4) BEFORE ANSWERING 122 


QUESTION (3). THIS MAY HELP TO CLARIFY THE KIND OF 
INFORMATION BEING SOUGHT. 


The number of different major operations I must perform in carrying out 
my job duties. 


(For example; calculating, looking-up information, drafting, sketching, 
filling out standard forms,reading, filing, writing reports, typing, 
contacting and consulting with another person, etc., would be instances 
of separate operations. Your job may require some of the operations 
listed above, or may require other operations not included in the list). 

Ae One.o 

Be. Two 

C. Three to five. 

D. Six to ten. 

E. More than 10. 


3.1 What my job is like now 


3.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like _ 
3.3 Iam = very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 
with this aspect of my job. 
3.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 


this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all 
important 


Slightly 
important 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 


The degree of specialization in my job. The number of different kinds 
of assignments I work on as part of my regular duties in my jobe 

A. Only one kind. 

Be Two kinds. 

C. Three kinds. 

D. Four kinds. 

E. Five kinds. 

F. Six or more kinds. 


Uae) VO. 


4.1 What my job is 


4.2 Asa practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


4.3 I am - very @ satisfied 
- fairly or 
~ slightly - dissatisfied 
# neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


4.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all 
important 


Slightly 
important - 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 
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The number of separate assignments or duties that I usually work on 123 
or have in progress, at any one times 


A. 


B. 


C. 


D. 


E. 


F. 


One. 

Twoe 

Three. 

Foure 

Five. 

Six or more. 

Sel What my job is like now__, 


5.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 


Gye) 15 Gul ° very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. ) 


5-4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


The usual length of time that elapses from when I start on an assignment 
to when I finishs 


A day or less. 

One or two dayse 
Three days to a weeke 
One week to a month. 
One or two months. 
Two months to a yeare 
More than a yeare 


Most assignments are continuing duties, and hence do not have a clear 
“start!! or "f£inish''. 


The variety of lengths is so great that no single answer above is 
descriptive of the "typical" situation. \ 


6-1 What my job is like now ; 


6.2 Asa practical ideal, what my job should be Like ° 


6.3 I am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


6.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, . 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important iniportant {rportant important 
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choice I have in the methods and procedures I follow in carrying 
my job duties: 


Detailed and specific methods and procedures are predetermined for 
the job. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


Methods and procedures are predetermined. for the job, but there is. 
lee way in applying them. 


Abcut midway between answers C and E. 


A variety of optional methods and procedures are available; I am free 
to choose among them, or to modify them to suit the situation. 


7.1 What my job is like now 


7.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
7.3 Iam =- very - satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfie 

- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


7.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
choice I have in the sequence of operations I must perform to carry 


a job assignment. 


90% of the time the order of steps is strictly determined by the type 
of work or the need to follow a specific procedure or technique. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


About 50% of the steps must follow a strict order; the other steps 
can be reversed, or completed when convenient. 


About midway between answers C and E. 


90% of the time I set my own sequence, choosing the step I wish to 
work One 


8.1 What my job is like now be 


8.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 
8.3 I am - very - satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

- neither : 


with this aspect of my job. 


8.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important frporcant important 
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9. The choice I have in setting my own pace, or speed, at which I work. 

A. Work pace is determined by a schedule or time-table 90% of the time. 

B. About midway between answers A and C. 

C. 40% to 60% of the time I must regulate my work pace to meet the 
requirements of a schedule or the need to co-ordinate my work with 
that of other persons. 

D. About midway between answers C and Es 


E. Work pace is a matter of personal choice 90% of the time. 


9.1 What my job is like now 


9.2 As a practical ideal, what my job, should be like ° 
9.3. lean - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
~ - neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


9.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, this 
aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


10. The choice I have in regulating the quality of work inputs to my job. 
When I receive manuscripts, drawings, plans, calculations, drafts, or 
documents to work on: 


A. I must accept and process them even if they are deficient in quality 
and completeness. ; 


B. About midway between answers A and Co. 

C. I can occasionally reject or modify deficient items after consulting 
with a supervisor, co-worker, person in another area, or the 
originator of the item. 

D. About midway between answers C and E. 

E. I have considerable choice in the rejection, modification or 


reworking of input items on my own initiative, contacting others only 
as a matter of keeping them informed. 


10.1 What my job is like now =, 
10.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
Wiss) IE ayn = very ~ satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

~ neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


10.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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The choice I have in contacting persons in other areas or departments, 
or persons with firms outside the company (for instance: equipment 
manufacturers, service companies, etc.) to obtain information or services 


which assist in the completion of my assigned dutiess 
A. I never or almost never have to make this choice. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. I initiate a discussion of the matter with a supervisor or another 
person and take part in making the decision. 


D. About midway between answers C and E. 


E. I make the decision to obtain outside services or information and 
act to make the necessary contact. 


ma 


11.1 What my job is like now ur 


11.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


11.3 I am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


11.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, this 
aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 


important important important important 


The choice I have in contacting customers, the public, or public agencies 
to obtain infonnation and instructions to assist in the completion of my 
asSigned duties. 

A. I never or almost never have to make this choice. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. I initiate a discussion of the matter with a supervisor or another 
person and take part in making the decision. 


D. About midway between answers C and E. 


Ee I make the decision and act to make the contact on my own initiative. 


12.1 What my job is like now b 
12.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
L2o eee eam - very - satisfied 
; - fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my jeb. 


12.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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13. 


14. 


The portion of my time taken up by housekeeping, minor duties and 
“busy-work'' not directly associated with job assignments. 


(For example: filling in time sheets; filing; finding and collecting 
supplies and equipment; answering telephone inquiries for others; 
waiting for information; etc. are possible instances of minor chores 
and hinderances to getting on with your work on an assignment). 


Ae 


B. 


C. 


D. 


Less than one hour a week. 


One to four hours a week. 


Four to eight hours a week. 


One to two days a week. 


More than two days a week. 


Welol& 


What my job is like now ° 


As a practical ideal, what my job should be like __ e 


I am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one). 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


The LEAST COMBINED AMOUNT of job experience and fomnal training 
after high school a person would normally require to pe ee carry 
out the duties in my job: 


A. 


Be 


C. 


Four months or less. 


Four to nine months. 


Nine to eighteen monthse 


Eighteen months to three years. 


Three to six yearse 


Six to twelve years. 


More than twelve yearse 


14.1 
14.2 


14.3 


14.4 


In arriving at your answer to question 14.1, 


What my job is like now < 


As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 


I am - very . - satisfied 
ay feewtiellsy or 
~ slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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15. 


16. 
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The opportunity my job provides to increase my knowledge by providing 

courses and classroom instruction in topics which help me do my work 

better, or contribute to my perscenal development and advancement. The 

available courses applicable to my work or advancement would be 

equivalent to a classroom time of abouts: 

A. None. 

Be. One week a year. 

C. Two to four weeks a year. 

D. Five to eight weeks a year. 

E. Nine to twelve weeks a year. 

F. More than twelve weeks a year. 
15.1 What my job is like now 


15.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


15.3 I am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 


= neither 
with this aspect of my job. 


15.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Notwateall Slightly Fairly Very 


important important important important 


The opportunity my job provides to increase my knowledge while at work 
on my asSigned duties. The portion of my working time available for me 
to explore and study new or different aspects of my work: 

Ae One hour or less a week. 

B. One to four hours a week. 

C. Four to eight hours a week. 

D. One to two days a week. 

E. More than two days a week. 


16.1 What my job is like now : 


16.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 


MoS) IE eta - very - satisfied 
~ fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 


- neither 
with aspect of my job. 


16.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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17. 


18. 


The complexity of choices I must make, the problems I could create for 


those who subsequently depend upon my work, and how clear the "right way!! 
of doing my job is: 


A. 


B. 


C. 


There is not more than one way to go wrong, and there is no doubt 
about the kind of problem a poor choice would lead to. 


Several kinds of problems could result from a poor choice, but by 
taking a few (1 to 5) things into consideration, and with some 
thinking, I can easily make the right choice. 


A number of factors (5 to 10) have to be taken into consideration, 
but careful analysis and thinking will indicate the correct choice 
to insure problems are minimized. 


The factors to be considered are numerous (10 or more), and even 
with careful analysis the consequences may not be clear. Considerable 
decision making and balancing of conflicting objectives is required. 


It is extremely difficult to identify all possible consequences of 
alternative choices, and the factors to be considered are uncertain. 
There is no clear cut method of analysis. Decisions are to a large 
extent based on estimation, judgement, and experience. 


17.1 What my job is like now 


17.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
LieSe ean = very - satisfied 

~ fairly or 

~ slightly - dissatisfied 

2 Meenas 


with this aspect of my job. 


17.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


The GREATEST length of time before my superiors would learn of my 
decision if I used poor judgement in dealing with a problem on an 
asSignment: 


Two days at the moste 

A week at the most. 

A month at the most. 

Six months at the moste 
A year at the most. 

Two years at the most. 
Four years at the moste 
Eight years at the most. 


More than eight years. 


18.1 What my job is like now 4 


18.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
[Sioa beam - very - satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


18.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 
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19. 


20. 


The chances that serious consequences would result if I did use poor 
judgement ia dealing with a problem on an assignment. 


(Serious consequences would be for example, delays in meeting deadlines, 


poor service to customers, costly replacements or revisions, personal 
injuries, etc.). 


A. There is no possibility a poor choice would have serious consequencese 
B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. It is possible a poor choice would have serious consequences, but 
this is not likely to be the case. 


D. About midway between the answers C and Eo 
E. A poor choice could easily result in serious consequences. 


19.1 What my job is Like now 


19.2 As @ practical ideal, what my job should be like ; e 
19.3 I am - very - satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


19.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
How clear the beginning and end of my assignments are: 


A. My assignments are practically all continuing duties, and as such 
do not have a beginning or end. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 

C. My assignments consist largely of job orders or projects, but these 
are often re~assigned to others before completion so I have difficulty 
in determining if I am close to the start or finish. 

D. About midway between answers © and E. 

E. Practically all of my assignments are job orders or projects on 
which there is no doubt at all as to what marks the start, finish, 
or degree of completion of my duties. 


20.1 What my job is like now . 


20.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like __ ° 


205355 am ~ very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
~ neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


20.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at ail Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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21. The degree to which I see the final reports. letters, documents, plans, 
_or specifications that are the result of my own work, 


22. 


Ae 


B. 


Cc. 


Be 


C. 


E. 


13) 


I rarely see them, and if I do it is by chance. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


I generally see them, but I have little opportunity to review them 
for completeness or accuracye 


About midway between answers C and Ee 


I always see them and I have every opportunity to review them for 
completeness and accuracy. 


21.1 What my job is like now 


21.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


21.3 TI am - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


21.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


degree to which I see the implementation of the results of my work: 


I rarely know whether the projects I have worked on are being 
completed or implemented, and if I do, I discover this by chance. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


I am generally advised when the projects I have worked on are being 
completed or implemented, and I may be involved in the completion 
through revisions, updates, and follow-up analysis. 


About midway between answers C and Eo 


I am always advised when the projects I have worked on are being 
completed or implemented, and I am usually actively involved in the 
subsequent stages of the project. 


22.1 What my job is like now_ r 


— 


22.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like 2 


22a earn - very - satisfied 
ality, or 
-~ slightly - dissatisfied 


- neither 
with this aspect of my job. 


22.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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23. 


246 


re 


The degree to which I see the operational and financial consequences of 
my works 


A. I rarely learn of the expanditures, cost savings, or service improvements 
that depend upon my work, and if I do it is by chance. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 

C. I am generally informed of the expenditures, cost savings, or service 
improvements that depend upon my work, but I have Little opportunity 
to study the implications in detail. 

D. About midway between answers C and E. 

E. Iam always advised of the expenditures, cost savings, or service 
improvements that depend upon my work, and I have every opportunity 


to study them carefully as a guide to doing my assignments properly. 


23.1 What my job is like now 


——~——£ 
23.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be Like ° 
los} 3b Aim - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
~ slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


23.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
The degree to which I see the functional and performance reults of my 


work: 


A. I rarely learn whether my recommendations and decisions have proven 
to be effective or workable, and if I do, it is by chance. 


B. About midway between answers A and Ce 

C. I am generally advised whether my recommendations and decisions have 
proven to be effective or workable, but I have little opportunity to 
study their performance in detail. 

D. About midway between answers C and E. 

E. I am always informed whether my recommendations and decisions have 
proven effective or workable, and I have every opportunity to study 
their perfomance carefully as a guide to doing future assignments. 


24.1 What my job is like now : 


24.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 


Pegs) Git - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
~ slightly - dissatisfied 


- neither 
with this aspect of my job. 


24.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at vall Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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26. 


When an equipment installation has been made, an analysis or study 
finalized, or a construction project completed, the results of my work: 


A. 


B. 


Cc. 


D. 


E. 


Are not at all visible and cannot be distinguished from the 
contributions of others. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


Can be seen, but it is difficult to distinguish them from what 
others have contributed and decided. 


About midway between answers © and E. 


Are clearly visible and easily distinguished by the general 


arrangement or components of the assembly, or the conclusions and 
recommendations of the study. 


25.1 What my job is like now 


25.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be Like ° 


25.3 I am = very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


25.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly: Fairly Very 
important important important important 


duties as part of a project on which a number of people work can best 
described as: 


Transcribing, detailing, or tracing plans, reports, or specifications 
prepared by others. 


About midway between answers A and C. 


Preparing reports, follow-up analyses, plans, designs, calculations, 
costs or bills of material by following established codes, standards, 
drawings, and other specifications. The required results or 
operational characteristics, and the general appreach to problems are 
specified by others. 


About midway between answers C and E. 

Participating in the planning of methods and approaches to obtaining 
desired results. Assigned problems are dealt with by modifying 
established guides, devising new approaches, and drawing conclusions 
from comparable situations. 


26.1 What my job is like now P 


26.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 


ios) 1 lay - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly -. dissatisfied 
~- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


26.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


133 


Ppohh leit ing & cA $425 
syfead SA, ay! « eX we 2 2E085 
| elevan« 
i fs ; 
‘ cvid 7 jf - 
7 
‘| i) ln i>oqes gidd “fsdw 7 
ite Deg hel one goted 267 gener a oA O50 7 
iobis) pal sowyea @/d2 5 
A) ? | i i3 da ra 16H -_ 
ei wl ror pe aa! ' : e208 = 7 
4 
“ P. : r > a4 ‘i i 
— . $14 ; i 4 —“ * at my, ' “ms “ * ye at | cA avljeb qh ~0t 
* jae toliiosed of 
ye Gee gq tote (otf Pye gedowts ag’ poli igvdlt ,gatdteosmaigT, a) 
<< ; » Ep orl pe ql Sarg eig. 
‘ ‘ - i 
> bye A tanraee verdad Qathiin twedA, off 
cn fiestas pe ‘ictcun quwotio’ .2eregea gnitagee, & 
‘ : i hp fea - [el Pee ie ab dx 0 1 “45> 
” 7 P : ole ielTivege ¢2407 bra , oar iwath 
73.6 Lary as Abe) fege f AY » © wef. .paliieerrs> rity lepyd sea age F 
erode WwW pesineege 
is 


ise to chrgeme ed colee Spat ret : | 
tshve ge Se OFTOr OFF y be tehquien Pa had | wed iF 
ety ber? betel we facts od Sider Dos whe ha: $4 400 oA, 

; —— Fe rh stains sd 8s Yer devas 


»2 tue 4 sieqine oon pest iti e ry 7 


Saree 7) se@! cel@getrel) ov siete Al de Ue .fsse.00 a) » - 
ob«b) oa? ee (nspdts ae worl ‘ginde oe 
rom er 2 ~ r 9 

a” bee 5 e¢eebee Asoeted cantina fuel | 


‘ | * * 7 7 
vd toriedeaed: (pew thew dtdtete aiceeio oA of 
a s 5 a —T sf a (~a0769@US Je Pannegneaya + 


ve erie at Sa panl tabagaoece? 


1 whl 92 def ye tet. dtd 


gtinde?tn 2, eaten gee | bye paplac 26 gana ott, ae scare 
sr haeetiper yf os ate et ee 
gontel Taina geeaneyt wmheqyevite Paheiyss icpug” a D 


14 te, Rare ogee 


eae snan ; 4 “a 
mete ce se - | ‘ 


n 


27. How critical my job is in the work flow of jobs necessary to complete a 134 
projects 


A. My job is not essential, and if necessary my job duties could be 
carried out by other divisjons or departments with no difficulty. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 

C. It is an important job which could possibly be done by another 
division or department in an emergency, but only at considerable 
expense, difficulty and inconvenience. 

D. About midway between answers C and E. 

E. It is a unique and indispensible step in the work flow. Other 
divisions or departments have neither the knowledge or ability to 
perforn my job duties. Without the work done in my job, it would 
not be possible to complete the project. 


27.1 What my job is like now : 


27.2 Asa practical ideal, what my job should be Like e 


Zio mr at - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


27.4 Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


NOTE: PLEASE READ OVER QUESTIONS (28), (29), (30) and (31) BEFORE ANSWERING 
QUESTION (28). THIS MAY HELP TO CLARIFY THE KIND OF INFORMATION 
BEING SOUGHT. 


28.. As part of carrying out his job duties, a person must often have face-to- 
face contact with others for the exchange of information and instructions. 
The supervisor, co-workers, and persons in adjoining departments would 
typically be involved in such contacts. 


The number of persons with whom I must have such necessary face-to-face 
contact in a typical working day ts: 


A. None 

B. One or twoe 

C. Three to sixe 

D. Seven to fourteen. 
E. Fifteen or more. 


28.1 What my job is like now P 
28.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


28.3 Iam - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


28.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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30. 


The necessary contacts with other persons (Question 28) typically: 


A. 


B. 


C. 


D. 


E. 


Take up less than 5% of my working time and in each case are brief 
and involve little talking. 


Take up 5% to 10% of my working time and in each case may last for 
several minutes, and involve a fair amount of talking. 


Take up 10% to 25% of my working time, and in each case may last up 


to a half hour or more. 


Take up 25% to 50% of my working time and in each case may last an 
hour or more. 


Take up more than 50% of my working time and in each case may last 
for several hours. 


29.1 
29.2 


29.3 


29.4 


What my job is like now__ 


As @ practical ideal, what my job should be like 


I am 


~ very 

- fairly 

- slightly 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


» satisfied 
or 


- dissatisfied 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 


this aspect is: 


Not at all 
important 


(circle one) 


Slightly 
iiportant 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 


In addition to the necessary person-to-person contacts required by their 


jobs, (questions 28 and 29 above), people 


and discussions not strictly required by the work. Either j 
Matters or other topics might be discussed in these optional contacts. 

Again the supervisor, co-worker, and persons in adjoining offices would 
most likely be involved in such optional contacts. 


may often engage in contacts 


ob related 


The number of persons available for optional contacts in my job iss 


None more than those in question 28. 


One or two more than those in question 28. 


Three to six more than those in question 28. 


Seven to fourteen more than those in question 28. 


Fifteen or greater more than in question 28. 


30.1 


30.2 


30.3 


What my job is like now__ 


As a practical ideal, what my job should be like 


I am 


with this aspect 


- very 

~ fairly 

# slightly 
- neither 


of my job. 


- satisfied 
or 


eee ee eee 


- dissatisfied 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 


this aspect iss: 


Not at all 
important 


(circle one) 


Slightly 
important 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 
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31. The amount of time my job gives me to engage in such optional contacts 


136 


(Question 30) without reprimand: 


A. 


Be 


Ce 


D. 


0% 


Some, 


but less than 10% of working time. 


10% to 25% of working time. 


25% to 50% of working time. 


More than 50% of working time. 


Bark 


What my job is like now : 


As a practical ideal, what my job should be like_ e 


I am - very - satisfied 


- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 


32. The nature of my work and the information exchanged in a required or 
optional face-to-face contact in my job requires that: 


Others always approach me first. 


Others approach me most of the time. 


Others approach me about the same number of times that I approach others. 


I approach others most of the time. 


I always approach others first. 


32.1 


32.4 


What my job is like now ‘ 


— 


As a@ practical ideal, what my job should be Like e 


I em ~ very - satisfied 
~ fairly or 
~ slightly ~ dissatisfied 
~ neither 


with this aspect of my job. 
As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly ’ Very 
important important important important 
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33. In addition to serving as a means of exchanging instructions and 137 
information, person-to-person contacts on the job may also provide an 
opportunity to give and receive assistance, support and encouragement 
as aids to properly completing an assigned duty. 


The opportunity for me to give and receive support and help is avatlable 
ins 


A. None of my on=the-job contacts with others. 

Be. A few of my on-the-job contacts with other persons. 

C. About half of my on-the-job contacts with other persons. 
D. Most of my on~the-job contacts with other persons. 

E. All of my on-the-job contacts with other persons. 


33.1 What my job ig like now ° 


33.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be Like ° 
33.3 I am - very ‘fe satisfied 

- fairly or 

~ slightly - dissatisfied 

- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


33.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 


important important important important 


NOTE: PLEASE READ OVER QUESTIONS (34) and (35) BEFORE ANSWERING 
QUESTION (34). THIS MAY HELP TO CLARIFY THE TYPE OF 
INFORMATION BEING SOUGHT. 


34. As an opportunity for technical advancement and promotion, my job 
can best be described as: 


A. A training position for movement to a technical job at a higher pay 
grade or rank. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. Basically a permanent position with a medium chance of movement to 
a technical job at a higher pay grade or rank. 


D. About midway between answers C and E. 


E. Basically a permanent job with little or no chance of movement to 
a technical job at a higher pay grade or rank. | 


34.1 What my job is like now F3 


34.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 
Byes) ah eho - very - satisfied 

- fairly or 

- slightly - dissatisfied 

- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


34.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 
this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
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35. As an opportunity for supervisory and managerial advancement and 


promotion, my job can best be described as: 


Ae A training position for movement to a supervisory job at a higher 
pay grade or rank. 


B. About midway between answers A and C. 


C. Basically a permanent position with a medium chance of movement to 
a supervisory job at a higher pay grade or rank. 


De. About midway between answers C and E. 


E. Basically a permanent position with little or no chance of movement 
to a supervisory job at a higher pay grade or rank. 


35.1 What my job is like now é, 


35.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like 


MBs) 1h Gin - very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 
- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


35.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied in my job, 


this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all 
linportant 


Slightly 
important 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 


The amount of pay and benefits my job provides in comparison to the 
minimum I require to provide for food, clothing, shelter, and other basic 
necessities of life for myself and my family (if applicable) per year. 


36. 


A. About $2000 less than the least I require. 
B. About $1000 less than the least I require. 
C. About equal 


to the least I require. 


_D. About $1000 more than the least I require. 


E. “About , $2000 more.than the least I require. 
F. About $3000 more than the least I require. 
Ge About $4000 more than the least I require. 


H. About $5000 more than the least I require. 


I. About $6000 more than the least I require. 


or greater 


36.1 What my job is like now 


36.2 As a practical ideal what 


my job should be like 


S669 I am o 


with this aspect of: 


36.4 


very - satisfied 
fairly or 
slightly - dissatisfied 
neither 


my jobe 


As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied with my job, 


this aspect is: (circle one) 


Not at all 
important 


Slightly 
important 


Fairly 
important 


Very 
important 
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NOTE; 


37. 


33. 


QUESTION (37) SHOULD BE ANSWERED BY WOMEN ONLY 
QUESTION (33) SHOULD BE ANSWERED BY MEN ONLY 


In the opinion of my friends and relatives, the status, respect, and 
prestige associated with my job are about the same as for: 


A. A Graduate Nurse's job. 
B. About midway between answers A and C. 
C. A Laboratory Technician's job. 
D. About midway between answers C and E. 
E. A Dentist!'s abasic job. 
F. About midway between answer's E and G. 
G. A Female Bookkeeper's job. 
H. About midway between answers G and I. 
I A Hair Dresser's job. 

37.1 What my job is like now. 


37.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like e 


Sifos) 15 Elm = very - satisfied 
- fairly or 
- slightly - dissatisfied 


- neither 
with this aspect of my job. 


37.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied with my job, this 
aspect. is: (circle one) 


Not at all Slightly Fairly Very 
important important important important 
In the opinion of my friends and relatives, the status, respect and prestige 
associated with my job are about the same as for: 
A. A Chemical Engineer's job. 
B. About midway between answers A and C. 
¢. A High School Teacher's job. 
D. About midway between answers C and E. 
E. A Construction Inspector's jcb. 


F. About midway between answers E and G. 
G. A Television Repairman's job. 

H. About midway between answers G and I. 
I, A Sheet Metal Worker's job. 


38.1 What my job is Like now A 


38.2 As a practical ideal, what my job should be like ° 
Milos) 1 eke - very - satisfied 

am evaaialy or 

- slightly ~ dissatisfied 


- neither 


with this aspect of my job. 


p 


38.4 As a reason for being satisfied or dissatisfied with my job, 
thie aeneckr dese (aedrele one) 
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APPENDIX II 


RESULTS FOR HYPOTHESES Ia, Ib, Ila, AND Iib 
IN TERMS OF 


SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
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TABLE AII=1 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


SS 


Item Number Number Spearman Significance 
And Description Of Cases Correlation Level 


ne 


1. Physical Location 84 -.58 001 
2. Change of scene 83 -.78 - 001 
3. Different major operations 82 -.73 001 
4. Kinds of assignments 84 -.74 001 
5. Jobs at one time 85 -.67 O01 
6. Elapsed time for job 85 -.64 001 
7. Choice of methods 86 -.70 001 
8. Choice of sequence 84 -.73 ~O01 
9. Choice of pace 84 -.98 | - 001 
10. Requlate input quality 83 257 001 
ll. Peer contact choice 84 =-.73 O01 
12. Public contact choice 82 -.50 001 
13. Weekly housekeeping 86 me735 001 
14, Minimum experience 81 -.40 -001 
15. Courses available 81 -.61 - 001 
16, Learning on job 83 -.76 O01 
17. Complexity of choices 83 =. 49 O01 
18. Span of discretion 85 =247 001 
19, Chance of serious error 85 =43 O01 
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TABLE AIT=1 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


aaa er er SL TE NE ET 
an 


Item Number Number Spearman Significance 
And Description Of Cases Correlation Level 


20. Chance of serious error 85 =-.04 O01 
21. Uwn output visibility 84 ~o74 - O01 
22. Implementation visibility 84 -257 O01 
23. Consequence visibility 84 -.69 001 
24. Performance visibility 86 =.65 O01 
25. Visibility in product 85 -.65 O01 
26. Contribution originality 81 -. 66 001 
27. Critical to work-flow 86 -,65 O01 
28. Required contacts 84 -.42 001 
29. Required contact time 83 -.56 - 001 
30, Extra optional contacts 82 -.18 054 
31. Optional contact time 83 =-.96 - 001 
32. Approach others 84 -e5l 001 
33. Give help in contacts B4 -.202 e001 
34, Technical advancement 83 =. 64 «001 
35. Supervisory advancement 86 -.67 e001 
36. Pay to required pay 82 =~. 38 001. 
37. Uccupational prestige 79 =.95 -O01 


Average correlation over 
37 Items. -.650 
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TABLE AII=2 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=@{SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


ogg asenannnsbon agus -ciasansthnasnoeguesp=seecieanenisnuaasjseunasndana>sivanshespesnenamanaee oreemesseemnesseiene eee een eae eee oe 
SS a TE SE TS ESE SEES ES ES SD SIO a CSO SE SS PD 


Item Number Number Spearman Significance 
And Description Of Cases Correlation Level 


SR ES SE I PSE SEI ESE SREP CRAG STONED SSRIS «SSIES SUES USES SSR CSR SS EIR FS SRE A UR EI 


1. Physical location 86 14 ~ 104 
2. Change of scene 86 e3l 002 
3. Different major operations 86 204 eae 
4. Kinds of assignments 85 et 054 
5. Jobs at one time 86 ~eol «002 
6. Elapsed time for job 86 -ell «156 
7. Choice of methods 86 222 019 
8 Choice of sequence 85 © 46 O01 
9. Choice of pace 86 039 - O01 
10. Regulate input quality 85 016 -069 
ll. Poor contact choice 85 044 001 
12. Public contact choice 83 azo - 004 
13, Weekly housekeeping 86 -.44 001 
14, Minimum experience 84 87 soto 
15. Courses available 82 044 - 001 
16. Learning on job 84 2 64 - O01 
17. Complexity of choices 85 -.16 2075 
18. Span of discretion 85 =e41 O01 
19, Chance of serious error 85 wit 064 
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TABLE AII=2 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR ALL JOB 
CHARACTERISTICS=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


SSS SS SS Ss 
een enenneemnmmnenm een nn 


Item Number Number Spearman Significance 
And Description Of Cases Correlation Level 


ESTED SN SRE IS ET SE SE IEE DS TT AST BEB EIS TER OS PSN SES ASR TO EC I DES DE ES SO AR TE ISEB 


20. Clarify of start-finish 86 PW -001 
21. Own output visibility 84 269 001 
22. Implementation visibility 85 «95 001 
23. Consequence visibility 85 039 «001 
24. Performance visibility 86 262 001 
25. Visibility in product 85 62 - O01 
26. Contribution originality 84 043 ~ O01 
27. Critical to work-flow 86 254 O01 
28. Required contacts 85 012 2128 
29. Required contact time 84 203 2404 
30. Extra optional contacts 83 -13 pide 
31. OUptional contact time 84 -,05 2341 
32. Approach others 84 =. 27 .007 
33. Give help in contacts 85 259 O01 
34, Technical advancement 84 -.44 O01 
35. Supervisory advancement 86 250 001 
36. Pay to required pay -- -- ~< 

37. Occupational prestige 79 -.49 - 001 


Average absolute correlation 
over 36 items. 035 
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE}{SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


—————— LS Lr aa SS SSS SS SSS 
reece nenatceneememmeemeneemncaereetemeniemeacemnmmennnmemmmnn ser 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 
l. 20 =.72 40 253 24 -.90 
2e yal -. 61 38 -.76 24 -.68 
36 27 -. 80 37 =.75 18 =.293 
4. 29 -.87 36 ~.67 Me =. 54 
Se 24 =. 80 39 =~99 22 =.93 
Be 20 ~.87 27 -.70 38 =243 
Te 30 -.88 36 =. 68 20 =625 
8. Li =073 a5 -. 70 2 =. 69 
9. 25 -.90 of =. 98 21 -.19 
10. 28 ~ofl 39 -. 90 16 =.95 
Ede 16 -.78 30 ~. 66 28 -. 69 
12. 13 -.68 Ze ~. 74 42 -.28 
13. i9 -073 31 ~o/2 36 -.75 
14, 25 =-.76 pa ~.48 29 -.03 
Bos 32 -77 38 =047 10 253 
16. 39 -.84 30 =e77 18 =-.60 
17. 28 ~.64 44 -.46 un -,90 
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TABLE AII=3 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


SSSR RN I ET TRE SS SIT TB SE SE SS 
SS I LE TE ELE ES ESTE TE TES RS SSE a TL ee Sa an a a TE A AGO TT EL OT 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 
18, 35 ~.78 30 -.90 18 -.13 
19, 34 =. 39 me -.98 16 242 
20. 25 =. 63 a5 -.99 25 -.31 
21. 36 -. 86 35 -.66 1S =. 59 
226 Es -o72 36 -.70 15 -.O01 
236 19 -.90 36 me75 29 =. 30 
246 30 -.86 38 ~ofl 18 -.07 
256 33 -.90 Za -.47 ea 229 
26. 28 -.81 a2 -.97 2n -047 
276 34 =-.54 rag -.60 25 -.60 
28. 19 -.70 ol -. 358 34 -.26 
296 18 -.63 29 ~41 36 =.95 
30. 9 =e75 Za =. 54 48 *. 0S 
Jue ll = -1,00 30 -.44 42 -.48 
326 14 -.62 36 -.60 34 =. 36 
35. 24 -78 44 ~244 16 -.19 
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TABLE AII-3 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND DISCREPANCY FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE#SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


a 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 
546 49 ~~. 64 27 =. 69 7 =.26 
30% 46 -.70 30 =-.63 10 258 
SG, 38 =. 30 35 =-.57 9 -.22 
Ske 16 =.60 28 257 35 =. 36 
Average over 
Oy Items =met5 =, 59 -.38 


Consistency among 37 characteristics in ranking 
correlations highest for high importance and 
lowest for low importance, 


Kendall's W = .69 (p <.01) 
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TABLE AII=4 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE-SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


———— eee 
——[_[_===—$$$_${—z—£z_&_&_&_*_—*—«—_—_—_——— 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 

Item No. of No. of No. of 

Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 

A Ra sane ene 
1. ra 037 4l -.01 24 16 
2e 2t 249 4] «26 24 - 09 
36 28 -.O1 39 ~.07 19 029 
4, 29 329 37 -.O01 19 013 
Se 24 -.16 40 -.20 22 258 
6. 20 -.07 28 038 38 =~. 31 
bn 30 2 36 36 2 54 20 =-.29 
8. ; 18 0 44 35 oo 2 034 
9. 26 0 34 =) yen) ray 047 
10. 28 a20 4l 044 16 =.25 
ll. ray 4 043 30 eDr 28 «30 
12. 14 047 de 230 42 -.O01 
13. 19 043 pe =. 37 36 =e] 
14, 25 012 27 «26 SF -.08 
Le sf) 096 38 034 ile 043 
16. 35 719 30 055 19 pital 
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TABLE AII=4 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


—eee—Ee————EE————————— 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 
17. 29 -.29 44 -.02 12 292 
18. 2 -.70 32 296 a2 - 06 
19, 34 015 a5 -.08 16 014 
20. DRS 022 36 032 25 012 
Zite 36 e 86 o8 263 13 228 
226 34 265 36 074 15 252 
236 the, so2e 36 036 30 o16 
24. 30 082 38 o69 18 =-.21 
256 he - 80 25 «21 27 28 
26.6 28 056 oS 042 va ez 
oie 34 «63 vane ° 40 de) 224 
28. 19 014 31 -.07 is 10 
29. 18 e135 29 ~.08 Oe -, 04 
306 9 -. 00 25 «04 49 -.10 
3le 11 =o 39 30 025 43 -.16 
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TABLE AII=4 (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND PERCEIVED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE=SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS 


High Moderate Low 
Importance Importance Importance 
Item No. of No. of No. of 
Number Cases rho Cases rho Cases rho 
QDs 25 sod 44 243 16 041 
a6 49 -.61 af, =e21 8 ene 
ws 46 =,03 30 =e 54 10 -,42 
36. ne st: a a ~~ -- 
She 16 6 63 28 =.593 WS -.21 
Average over 
36 Items 044 PS} AMY 2 


ee el 
pe 


Consistency among 36 characteristics in 
ranking correlations highest for high 
importance and lowest for low importance, 


Kendall's W = .26 (p <.01) 
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